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Joseph  C.  Najapaver,  letter  of  10  November  1978  (rec'd  13  November 
1978) 

Comment  1;     "I  am  a  homeowner  at  Telegraph  Landing.     I  have 

just  been  informed  that  if  Levi's  Plaza  is  built  as  planned, 
we  will  have  612  fewer  parking  places  than  we  now  have. 
Further,  that  the  number  of  spaces  available  will  be  713 
short  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code   (requirement) . 
We  are  already  short  of  parking  spaces  due  to  the  opening 
of  Pier  39.     To  make  the  situation  worse  would  be  intoler- 
able.    Further,  if  this  is  in  violation  of  the  Planning 
Code,  the  building  would  be  illegal." 

Response  1;     Considering  the  fact  that  about  15  spaces  would 
remain  at  the  Greenwich  stub,  the  proposed  project  would 
eliminate  about  597  existing  parking  spaces  on  the  project 
site.     Given  the  effect  of  the  elimination  of  three  busi- 
nesses with  the  project  and  the  fact  that  not  all  spaces 
are  presently  occupied,  the  net  loss  would  be  about  514 
to  526  spaces.     The  proposed  project  would  supply  about 
1,005  spaces,  plus  120  spaces  for  use  by  the  Ice  House. 
The  project's  peak  parking  demand  is  estimated  at  1,046 
spaces.     The  resultant  overall  parking  balance  in  the 
project  area  would  mean  a  net  parking  decrease  of  435 
to  447  spaces   (-514  to  526  +  1,005  +  1,046)  .     This  would 
be  consistent  with  City  policies  for  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront,  and  is  considered  a  long-range  mitigation 
measure  to  decrease  traffic  impacts  in  the  project  area. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  would  require  a  total 
of  1,848  spaces  for  the  proposed  project,   including  the 
120  spaces  for  the  Ice  House.     The  project  sponsor  intends 
to  request  an  exception  to  the  Code  requirements  for  park- 
ing, authorizing  fewer  spaces,  on  the  grounds  that  this 
project  would  be  a  Planned  Unit  Development   (Section  304 
of  Code) .     The  Planning  Commission  will  consider  this 
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application  at  a  public  hearing  following  certification 
of  the  EIR  (EE77.256) . 

Parking  impacts  of  Pier  39  are  addressed  in  the  Pier  39 
EIR  (EE75.368,  on  file  and  available  for  public  review 
at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  Street) . 
The  cumulative  parking  impacts  of  Pier  39  and  Levi's  Plaza 
are  addressed  in  the  EIR  text  addition  cited  in  Response  3 
infra. 


H.  Steve  Silesky,  letter  of  10  November  1978   (rec'd  13  November 
1978) 

Comment  2:     "Aside  from  the  potential  eyesore  of  three  levels 
of  above-ground  parking  containing  space  for  825  cars, 
increased  traffic  congestion  will  certainly  result.  The 
EIR  states  that  at  project  completion,  there  will  be  612 
fewer  parking  spaces  than  currently  exist — 713  short  of 
San  Francisco  Planning  Code." 

Response  2;     The  proposed  project  would  locate  all  off-street 
parking  out  of  view  of  Telegraph  Landing  residents.  See 
Section  IV. C.  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  discussion  of  traffic 
impacts.     For  discussion  of  Planning  Code  provisions,  see 
Response  1. 

Comment  3;     "We  have  all  been  inconvenienced  in  recent  weeks 

by  the  opening  of  Pier  39 — traffic  is  congested  and  parking 
on  the  street  is  nigh  onto  impossible  on  weekends.  The 
Levi  Project  would  appear  to  make  this  a  daily  problem, 
rather  than  just  on  weekends." 

Response  3;     A  section,  titled  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact 

Update,  has  been  added  to  the  EIR  beginning  on  page  118. 
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Lawrence  L.  and  Marjorie  C.  Wild,  letter  of  13  November  1978 
(rec'd  14  November  1978) 

Comment  4:     "As  owners  and  residents  of  Telegraph  Landing, 

we  want  to  register  our  disapproval  of  the  planned  Levi 
Plaza  parking  garage. 

Response  4;     The  purpose  of  an  EIR  is  to  present  factual, 

unbiased  information  about  the  impacts  likely  to  result 
from  implementation  of  a  proposed  project,  not  to  take  a 
position  for  or  against  a  project.     The  Planning  Commission 
will  approve  or  disapprove  the  project,  and  support  or 
opposition  should  be  expressed  when  the  proposed  project 
comes  before  the  Planning  Commission  for  approval  after 
certification  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  5:     "Our  area  cannot  stand  that  additional  traffic 
congestion. " 

Response  5;     The  increased  peak-hour  congestion  with  the  proposed 

m 

project  is  quantified  in  Table  10   (page  109)  of  the  Draft 
EIR.     Increases  in  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  are  shown 
for  each  street  section  in  the  project  area.     The  projected 
traffic  volumes  in  the  table  are  based  on  1977  and  1978 

•  traffic  counts,   increased  by  an  annual  growth  factor  to 

1982  projections.     These  base  volumes  do  not  specifically 

J  incorporate  recent  changes  in  street  patterns,  current 

construction  activity  or  the  recent  addition  of  new  traffic 
generators  in  the  project  area.     An  update  of  traffic 
and  parking  impacts  is  included  in  an  addition  to  the 
Draft  EIR,  see  Response  3. 
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Comment  6 :     "If  they  care  at  all  about  environment,  surely 
they  could  make  several  underground  parking  facilities 
throughout  the  large  complex,  distributing  the  traffic 
in  various  directions." 


Response  6:     This  concept  is  addressed  in  the  new  Dispersed 
Parking  Alternative  which  has  been  added  to  the  Draft 
EIR  beginning  at  page  199. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  D.  R.  Casebolt,  letter  of  13  November  1978  (received 
15  November  1978) 

Comment  7 :     "As  residents/owners  at  Telegraph  Landing  San 

Francisco,  we  are  concerned  with  the  proposed  800  plus 
car  garage  at  Sansome  and  Lombard  Streets  directly  across 
the  street  from  our  complex." 

"We  are  not  concerned  visually,  but  physically,  as  to  what 
these  additional  autos  will  do  to  traffic  and  pollution 
in  our  area." 

Response  7;     See  Section  IV. C.  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  Transporta- 
tion Impacts  and  Section  IV. D.  for  impacts  on  Air  Quality. 

Comment  8 ;     "It  is  incomprehensible  to  us  that  while  new 

construction  of  parking  facilities  in  the  downtown  area, 
a  few  blocks  away,  is  severely  restricted. . .you  can  approve 
this  proposed  structure." 

Response  8;     The  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of 
the  Master  Plan  regarding  Parking   (adopted  by  the  San 
Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  by  Resolution  7647, 
20  January  1977)  mention  the  following  policies  under 
the  first  objective  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan: 

Policy  3     PROVIDE  NEEDED  ADDITIONAL  SHORT-TERM  PARKING 
FACILITIES  IN  PERIPHERAL  LOCATIONS  AROUND 
BUT  NOT  WITHIN  THE  DOWNTOWN  CORE,  ADJACENT 
TO  MAJOR  THOROUGHFARES,   SUBJECT  TO  THE 
CRITERIA  IN  OBJECTIVE  1,   POLICY  1  OF  THE 
CITYWIDE  PARKING  PLAN. 

Policy  4     DISCOURAGE  THE  ADDITION  OF  NEW  LONG-TERM 
PARKING  SPACES  IN  AND  AROUND  DOWNTOWN, 
LIMIT  THE  AMOUNT  OF  NEW  SPACES  TO  THAT  WHICH 
CANNOT  RESONABLY  BE  ACCOMMODATED  BY  TRANSIT 
AND  LOCATE  LONG-TERM  FACILITIES   IN  AREAS 
PERIPHERIAL  TO  THE  DOWNTOWN  COMMERCIAL  DISTRICT. 
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The  City's  Staff  Guidelines  for  Development:  Northern 
Waterfront  Blocks-Bounded  by  Union,  Sansome,  Greenwich 
and  Battery  Street,  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department   (no  date)   indicate  the  parking  requirements 
applicable  to  the  proposed  project,  that  is,  a  total  of 
1,848  spaces,  including  120  spaces  for  the  Ice  House, 
(also  see  page  113  of  the  Draft  EIR) . 

The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront   (adopted  19  January 
1977)   states  the  following  goals:     "limit  additional  parking 
facilities  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  and  minimize 
the  impact  of  this  parking.     Discourage  long-term  parking 
for  work  trips  which  could  be  accommodated  by  transit. 
Restrict  additional  parking  to:     (1)   short-term  (less 
than  four  hours)  parking  facilities  to  meet  needs  of  addi- 
tional business,  retail,  restaurant,  marina,  and  enter- 
tainment activities;  and   (2)   long-term  parking  facilities 
for  maritime  activities,  hotel,  and  residential  uses. 
To  the  extent  possible,  locate  parking  away  from  areas 
of  intense  pedestrian  activity." 

It  is  not  known  at  this  time  to  what  degree  the  proposed 
garage  would  be  oriented  toward  long-term  parking  or  short- 
term  parking.     This  would  depend  upon  the  specific  parking 
rate  structure  adopted  for  the  garage. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  has  not  yet  approved 
or  disapproved  the  project.     See  also  Response  4. 

Comment  9 :     "We  have  recently  suffered  the  impact  of  Pier  39 
and  what  it  has  done  to  traffic  in  our  area." 

Response  9:     The  cumulative  traffic  impacts  of  Pier  39  and 
Levi's  Plaza  are  addressed  in  an  addition  to  the  Draft 
EIR,  see  Response  3. 
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Comment  10:     "...we  have  been  living  with  the  Wastewater 

Management  construction  for  several  months  and  have  many 
months  to  go  before  this  is  completed." 

Response  10:     Environmental  impacts  of  the  Wastewater  Man- 
agement Project  along  The  Embarcadero  are  assessed  in 
the  EIR  related  to  that  project:     Northshore  Outfall  Con- 
solidation  (EE#  75.155).     The  cumulative  traffic  impacts 
of  the  Wastewater  Management  Project  and  the  proposed 
Levi's  Plaza  Project  are  addressed  in  Response  3. 

Comment  11:     "It  is  inconceivable  to  us   (1)   that  this  many 

parking  spaces  will  be  required  for  this  project  and  (2) 
that  they  must  all  be  provided  in  one  structure  as  many 
as  three  blocks  away  from  the  proposed  office  complex. 
Parking  could  and  should  be  provided  underground  in  this 
project,  spreading  it  out  over  the  complex  and  thereby 
alleviating  some  of  the  traffic  problem  by  having  exits 
on  both  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets — rather  than  all  on 
Sansome  from  one  exit  as  now  proposed." 

Response  11:     The  parking  demand  of  the  proposed  project  has 
been  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  employees 
and  visitors  of  the  project  and  their  travel  characteristics, 
(see  pages  111  and  112  of  the  Draft  EIR.)     The  estimated 
parking  demand  is  799  stalls  for  office  use  and  380  stalls 
for  the  condominiums,  a  total  of  1,179  stalls.     The  proposed 
project  includes  about  860  stalls,  all  on  block  F  (about 
649  stalls  for  public  use  and  about  211  stalls  for  the 
condominiums) ,  because  of  the  high  cost  and  complications 
of  spreading  the  parking  spaces  over  the  total  project  . 
area.     See  also  Response  6. 

Comment  12:     "It  is  also  understood  that  this  project  now 

includes  HUD  low  income  housing  at  Francisco  and  Kearney 
Streets  which  was  not  included  in  the  EIR  recently  issued 
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■  on  this  project.     That  must  be  reviewed  and  the  EIR  amended 
L     .  if  it  is  indeed  a  part  of  this  project." 

-     i  Response  12;     The  project  does  not  include  low  income  or  subsidized 

■  -  housing.     Paragraph  4,  page  195  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  para- 
I     _                       graph  1,  page  196  point  out  that  construction  costs  in 

J  San  Francisco  are  high  enough,  at  this  time,  to  preclude 

I  the  rent  or  sale  of  market  housing  to  moderate  income 

households . 

J  Refer  to  Comment  407  regarding  subsidized  housing  related 

to  the  proposed  project  but  not  part  of  it. 

Marilyn  Benioff,  letter  of  14  November  1978   (rec'd  16  November 

■  ■  1978) 

Comment  13:     "Our  area  is  now  overrun  with  cars  on  weekends 
{|      ■  ever  since  Pier  39  opened;  what  is  proposed  would  now 

'    —  extend  this  congestion  to  a  daily  problem  as  well." 

|     ■  Response  13:     See  Response  1. 

Comment  14 :     "I  feel  it's  highly  unlikely  the  MUNI  would 
j  increase  its  service." 

Response  14:     It  is  true  that  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 
I  Railway  has  financial  difficulties  in  meeting  service 

expansion  requests  and  in  maintaining  current  levels  of 
I      •  service.     See  Comments  29  and  30  by  MUNI.     At  his  presenta- 

*    —  tion  during  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  Hearing 

■  of  21  November  1978,  Thomas  G.  Matoff,  Acting  Director 
I  of  Planning  for  MUNI  indicated  that  some  improvements 

in  MUNI  service  to  the  project  area  would  be  possible. 

*  Comment  15:     "...and  it  is  equally  unlikely  that  people  can 

_     ,  be  persuaded  to  abandon  their  cars  in  favor  of  carpooling 

|  or  bus  service." 
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Response  15;     It  has  been  proven  that  under  specific  conditions 

and  for  specific  travel  purposes  car  drivers  can  be  persuaded 
to  abandon  their  cars  for  other  travel  modes.     The  proba- 
bilities for  such  shifts  to  other  modes  are  highest  for 
commute  trips  into  downtown  areas  where  parking  is  scarce 
and  expensive.     Long-range  solutions  to  San  Francisco 
and  Bay  Area  traffic  and  air  pollution  problems  require 
that  ways  be  found  to  encourage  drivers  to  shift  to  other 
travel  modes. 

Comment  16;     "Might  I  suggest  the  permanent  acquisition  of 

one  of  the  adjacent  piers  as  a  garage  area?  Surely  one 
or  two  could  be  used  during  the  week  as  they  now  are  on 
weekends . " 

Response  16;     Use  of  waterfront  piers  for  parking  is  contrary 
to  the  objectives  and  policies  expressed  in  the  Plan  for 
the  Northeastern  Waterfront   (a  part  of  the  Master  Plan 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  a  Revision 
of  the  Existing  Northern  Waterfront  Plan,  adopted  19  January 
1977) .     The  following  policies  are  excerpted  from  that 
plan; 

Policy  1;     Intercept  and  divert  as  much  automobile  traffic 
as  feasible  away  from  the  water's  edge  ar* i 
areas  of  intense  pedestrian  activity  in  order 
to  make  conditions  more  pleasurable,  safe, 
and  interesting  for  the  pedestrian,  and  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  commercial  and  recrea- 
tional development  of  the  area. 

Policy  4      Allow  parking  over  the  water  for  public  and 
commercial  recreation  uses  only  if;     (a)  no 
alternative  location  is  feasible,    (b)   the  parking 
is  located  within  a  structure  devoted  to  a 
permitted  use  and  is  necessary  to  such  use 
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or  to  other  permitted  uses  in  the  same  project 
area,  and   (c)   it  is  the  minimum  amount  necessary. 

Use  of  Piers  7  and  31  for  parking  purposes  on  weekends 
has  been  a  temporary  measure  to  alleviate  parking  problems 
caused  by  Pier  39,  pending  completion  of  the  Pier  39  garage. 

Further,  the  San  Fancisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1:     San  Francisco  Water- 
front notes  that  "waterfront  land  is  both  valuable  and 
scarce,  and  therefore  should  not  be  used  for  automobile 
access  and  parking  unless  absolutely  necessary  for  permitted 
uses,  no  upland  location  is  feasible,  and  it  is  the  minimum 
necessary. 

Edith  M.  Hyler  and  Isabelle  P.  Sheldon,  letter  of  15  November 
1978   (rec'd  16  November  1978) 

Comment  17 ;     "Is  enough  consideration  being  given  to  the 

greatly  increased  traffic  that  is  bound  to  occur?  The 
traffic  on  Sansome,  Battery  and  the  Embarcadero  is  already 
heavy  during  the  day,  so  how  can  these  streets  carry  more?" 

Response  17:     The  traffic  impacts  of  the  proposed  project 

on  the  adjacent  streets  are  described  on  pages  107  through 
111  of  the  DEIR,  and  summarized  in  Tables  9  and  10  (pages 
107  and  109) .     Future  traffic  volumes  are  compared  to  available 
capacities.     See  also  Response  1. 

Comment  18:     "Haven't  the  congestion  and  parking  problems 

caused  by  the  PIER  39  PROJECT  changed  and  worsened  the 
traffic  situation  for  this  area?" 

Response  18:     See  Response  3. 

Comment  19:     "...only  one  large  parking  garage  is  included  in 
the  Levi's  Plaza  plan.     It  would  appear  that  there  could 
be  long  lines  of  cars  waiting  in  the  streets  for  these 
parking  spaces.     Would  it  not  be  better  to  have  separate 
garages  throughout  all  the  buildings  in  the  area?" 


Response  19:     A  total  of  about  614  stalls  would  be  provided 

for  public  use  in  the  garage  on  block  F.     Generally  parking 
garages  for  private  offices  with  multiple  tenants  have 
an  enter ing-exit  ratio  of  0.45  to  0.60,  meaning  that  45% 
to  60%  of  the  spaces  could  be  filled  or  emptied  during 
peak  hours   (Source:     Robert  Crommelin,  "Entrance-Exit 
Design  and  Control  for  Major  Parking  Facilities,"  presented 
at  Seminar,  October  1972,  Los  Angeles  Parking  Association). 
A  maximum  of  about  370  vehicles  could  thus  be  expected 
to  enter  or  leave  the  garage  during  one  hour.     A  ticket 
dispenser  with  a  gate  at  a  garage  entrance  has  a  maximum 
capacity  of  380  to  650  vehicles  per  hour  per  entrance 
lane.     The  lower  capacity  figure  would  be  for  conditions 
with  a  sharp  turn  at  the  approach,  the  higher  figure  would 
apply  with  an  easy,  direct  approach.     Assuming  the  most 
restrictive  capacity  to  prevail  in  this  situation,  one 
entrance  lane  would  be  adequate  for  the  614-car  garage. 
The  entrance  capacity  into  the  garage  could  be  increased 
by  provision  of  an  easy,  direct  entrance  lane  without 
sharp  turns  and  with  a  straight  section  of  at  least  20 
feet  before  the  ticket  dispenser  station.     The  preliminary 
design  in  Figure  16   (page  30)  of  the  DEIR  shows  enough 
holding  space  at  the  Greenwich  Street  entrance  for  about 
4  cars.     This  is  adequate  as  long  as  the  entrance  capacity 
is  above  the  380  vehicles  per  hour  level. 

Project  sponsors  indicated  they  would  provide  two  entrance 
lanes  during  morning  peak  hours.     One  of  these  would  be 
reversible  to  an  exit  lane  during  afternoon  peak  hours. 
Entrance  capacity  during  morning  rush  hours  would  thus 
be  between  760  and  1,300  vehicles  per  hour. 

See  also  Response  6  for  discussion  of  dispersed  parking. 
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Comment  20:     "We  understand  that  it  will  be  necessary  to 
work  a  pile  driver  for  four  months  from  7:30  a.m.  to 
3:30  p.m.    We  are  advised  that  one  way  of  reducing  the 
noise  would  be  to  use  acoustical  shielding  around  the 
pile  driver.     Will  you  PLEASE  use  your  influence  to  see 
that  this  is  done?" 

Response  20:     At  a  meeting  on  1  December  1978,  attended  by 

representatives  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  for  the  City  of  San 
Francisco,*  the  developer's  representative  and  a  repre- 
sentative of  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Inc.,  consultants 
in  acoustics,  it  was  agreed  that  the  following  steps  would 
be  taken  to  minimize  noise  impacts  during  pile  driving: 

1.  Pile  driving  would  occur  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m. 
and  5:30  p.m.  which  would  guarantee  that  noise  from  this 
activity  would  not  begin  until  after  most  people  were 

awake  and  would  end  during  the  middle  of  the  evening  rush  hour. 

2.  To  minimize  the  number  of  pile  driving  blows  necessary 
for  the  entire  project,  each  pile  hole  would  be  predrilled 
to  a  depth  of  50  feet.     This  would  have  the  additional 
positive  benefit  of  reducing  the  height  at  which  the  sound 
would  emanate  from  contact  of  the  impact  hammer  and  the 
pile  top.     It  is  anticipated  that  this  would  occur  at 

a  height  below  the  height  of  the  building  on  Block  A 
(84  feet) ;  thus  the  building  on  Block  A  would  serve  as  a  noise 
barrier.     These  measures  were  judged  to  be  more  effective 
than  acoustical  shielding. 

Section  IV-E  of  the  Draft  EIR,  Noise  Impacts,  page  127, 
paragraph  3  specifies  that  the  driving  of  piles  on  Block  C 
would  occur  over  a  two  to  four-month  period. 


* 

Cormac  J.  Brady   (M011842)   and  Jack  Ross. 
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Section  IV-E  of  the  EIR,  page  128,  has  been  amended  to 
include  a  statement  on  ground  vibration  associated  with 
pile  driving. 

Comment  21;     "Please  see  that  the  huge  building,  to  be  con- 
structed at  or  near  the  southeast  corner  of  Filbert  and 
Sansome,  is  set  back  enough  from  the  present  Filbert  St. 
line  so  that  it  does  not  cut  off  the  view  of  the  residents 
on  lower  Filbert  St.    (the  200  block)." 

Response  21 i     The  Block  A  building  would  be  stepped  back  from 

the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  to  provide  as  large  a  view 
corridor  as  possible.     See  EIR  Figure  3. 

Comment  22:     "Also,  that  the  six-story  height  limit  is  insisted 
upon  and  INCLUDES  any  necessary  appurtenances  atop  the 
building . " 

Response  22;     The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  restricts  roof 
top  penthouses  and  appurtenances  to  a  height  not  greater 
than  16  feet  above  the  roofline  on  an  84-foot  high  building 
and  10  feet  above  the  roofline  for  either  a  65  or  40-foot 
high  building.     The  code  states  that  roof  top  appurtenances 
cannot  cover  more  than  30%  of  the  roof  area.  Mechani- 
cal penthouses  would  be  grouped  and  located  so  as  tc  mini- 
mize both  potential  view  impacts  for  area  residents  and 
area  of  roof  coverage.     Refer  to  Figures  4  and  5,  pages  J3 
and  19  of  the  Draft  EIR;  Figure  13,  page  27;  Figure  37, 
page  147  for  illustrations  of  mechanical  penthouses. 

Dr.  Monika  Bayer,  letter  of  15  Nov.  1978   (rec'd  17  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  23 ;     "There  is... one  aspect  of  the  whole  scheme  that 
gives  me  grave  concern — namely  the  construction  of  the 
three  level  garage  facing  Lombard  Street. 
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Recognizing  fully  some  parking  must  be  provided  for  the 
increase  in  daily  expected  occupancy  of  the  area,  I  do 
not  dispute  its  need — rather  its  location.     As  presently 
planned  the  exit  and  entrance  problems  are  formidable 
and  will,  in  my  opinion,  increase  congestion  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Embarcadero  to  an  intolerable  level." 

Response  23:     Regarding  the  garage  entrance,  see  Response  19. 
Two  to  three  exit  lanes   (with  cashier  and  gate)  would 
have  to  be  provided  to  allow  for  an  adequate  traffic  flow 
out  of  the  garage.     The  traffic  impacts  of  the  garages 
are  addressed  on  pages  106  through  111  of  the  DEIR.  Miti- 
gation measures  are  presented  on  pages  189  through  191. 
See  also  Responses  3  and  6. 

Comment  24:     "I  believe  that  the  garage  should  be  located 
below  grade,  closer  to  the  plaza — closer  to  where  the 
people  density  will  be  highest.     We  have  been  told  by 
the  developer  that  this  would  price  the  project  out  of 
bounds  because  it  is  technically  harder  to  build  below 
than  above  ground." 

Response  24:     See  Response  6. 

Barry  Stubbs,  letter  of  17  Nov.  1978   (rec'd  20  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  25:     "We  have  followed  the  proposed  development  of 

the  area  bounded  by  Lombard  Street  and  Sansome  for  some 
nine  months  after  being  told  by  Travelers  Insurance  Company 
at  the  time  of  our  purchase  that  the  development  across 
the  street  would  be  residential  similar  to  that  which 
we  were  purchasing.     What  is  proposed  now  includes  in 
addition  a  garage  for  over  800  cars  which  will  add  to 
present  traffic  congestion  and  additional  hazard  in  our 
use  of  the  underground  garage  which  at  the  present  time 
is  dangerous  enough  from  oncoming  traffic. 
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If  the  three  levels  of  garage  parking  could  be  eliminated 
from  the  proposed  development,  then  I  believe  that  most 
of  the  objections  as  being  detrimental  to  the  area  would 
disappear . " 

Response    25:     See  response  #2  regarding  appearance  of  Block  F. 
See  response  #5  regarding  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  pro- 
posed project.     See  also  the  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact 
Update  section,  page  118. 

Regarding  hazards  at  the  garage  access  to  the  Telegraph 
Landing  project,  no  accidents  have  been  reported  at  that 
location  during  the  four-year  period  to  31  December  1977. 

Comment  26;     "The  placement  of  such  a  concentration  of  cars 

with  streets  that  are  already  crowded  and  inadequate  for 
existing  traffic  seems  to  be  a  planning  blunder  when  such 
concentration  could  be  dispersed  by  spreading  the  parking 
over  the  remaining  Levi  Strauss  proposed  development." 

Response  26:     See  Response  6. 

Thomas  G.  Matoff,  Acting  Director  of  Planning,  Muni,  letter 
of  Nov.   1978   (rec'd.   21  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  27:     "Basically,  the  Report  is  fair  in  representing 

the  serious  transit  impacts  the  proposed  site  will  induce." 

Response  27:     No  response. 

Comment  28 :     "The  regional  transit  travelers  transferring 
from  non-Muni  modes   (BART,  AC  Transit,  SP,  Greyhound/ 
SAMTRANS,  ferry)   to  Muni  would  require  capacity  increases 
in  Muni.     (Golden  Gate  Transit  includes  stops  right  within 
the  project  area,  thus  providing  direct  transit  access 
from  Marin.)     In  addition,  1,590  Muni-only  travelers  would 
be  redirected  to  the  new  site,  530  at  peak  p.m.  hour  (EIR, 
p.  115).     The  total  peak-hour,  peak-direction  ridership 
would  increase  on  routes  15,   42,  and  32  by  about  1,190 
(1,200  if  one  relies  on  Table  8  instead  of  the  text.) 
(EIR,  p.   115. ) " 
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Response  28;     The  actual  peak-hour,  peak-direction  ridership 

increase  on  routes  15,  42,  and  32  would  be  1,210.  Passengers 
transferring  from  Greyhound/SAMTRANS  were  omitted.  The 
number  1,190   (last  line  on  page  115)  has  been  changed  to 
1,210. 

Comment  29 ;     "The  POM  Study  recommends  several  changes  in 

the  Muni  lines  serving  the  area:     the  15  is  replaced  by 
a  more-frequent  42.     Present  p.m.  peak  hour  service  includes 
9  vehicles;  POM  increases  it  to  17.     Along  the  32  line, 
one  vehicle  will  be  added  to  the  present  11.  Totally, 
9  vehicles  are  able  to  be  added  due  to  the  increased 
efficiency  of  the  POM  grid  network.     This  still  leaves 
the  Sansome/Battery/Embarcadero  area  seven  vehicles  (500 
riders)   short  of  being  able  to  handle  the  estimated  in- 
creased patronage." 

Response  29:     The  above  paragraph  appears  in  the  Final 
EIR  on  page  116. 

Comment  30:     "In  this  post-Proposition  13  era,  money  for 

existing  transit  service  is  increasingly  difficult  to 
come  by.     Quite  often,  Muni  cannot  place  all  its  equip- 
ment out  on  the  road  because  of  mechanical  problems. 
Over  the  last  quarter,  6%  of  all  p.m.  peak  hour  runs  were 
missed  due  to  equipment  shortages.     The  POM  service  pre- 
sumes the  reinstatement  of  50  runs  which  had  been  cut 
in  1976,  but  the  financial  picture  cannot  guarantee  that 
at  all.     At  this  time,   it  is  unclear  whether  Muni's  budget 
will  be  able  to  cover  existing  service  without  any  further 
run  cuts. 

Given  this  economic  reality,  the  impacts  of  Levi  Strauss 
relocation  on  transportation  (decreased  transit  service 
and  increased  traffic  congestion)   appear  difficult  to 
mitigate  against." 
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Response  30:     The  costs  of  providing  additional  transit  service 

to  the  site  and  the  associated  funding  implications  are  dis- 
cussed on  page  116,  paragraph  2  and  page  184,  paragraph  1 
of  the  EIR. 

Susan  M.  Selman,  letter  of  20  Nov.  1978   (rec'd.  21  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  31;     "As  the  Board  of  Governors  for  the  Telegraph 

Landing  North  Homeowners  Association  we  submit  these  com- 
ments in  response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  report 
for  Levi's  Plaza.     These  comments  have  been  reviewed  by 
our  committee  on  Levi's  Plaza  and  a  draft  was  made  available 
for  review  and  comment  by  all  homeowners.     We  believe 
these  comments  fairly  represent  the  consensus  of  the  fami- 
lies who  will  be  most  directly  affected  by  the  proposed 
development . 

The  draft  environmental  impact  report  is  presently  inadequate 
because   (1)   it  fails  to  include  any  analysis  of  current 
parking  and  congestion  problems  in  the  project  area." 

Response  31:     See  Response  3. 

Comment  32;     "(2)   it  fails  to  identify  or  consider  alter- 
natives to  the  massive  garage  proposed  at  the  corner  of 
Sansome  and  Lombard." 

Response  32;     See  Response  6. 

Comment  33:     "...it  fails  to  adequately  describe  the  appear- 
ance of  the  project  so  that  aesthetic  considerations  may 
be  addressed." 

Response  33;     The  purpose  of  an  EIR  is  to  assure  that  all 
environmental  impacts  are  considered  in  the  design  of 
a  project.     The  effect  of  an  EIR  on  design  issues  may 
be  less  if  project  design  is  finalized  before  the  EIR 
is  completed.     Design  issues  concerning  Levi's  Plaza  will 
be  considered  further  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
at  the  Conditional  Use  hearing  for  the  project.     See  also 
Response  2. 
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Comment  34:     "The  absence  of  such  information  precludes  meaning- 
ful review  of  the  draft  report;  accordingly  we  request 
that  the  omitted  information  be  provided  and  that  the 
time  for  public  comment  be  extended  prior  to  finalization 
of  the  EIR." 

Response  34 ;     The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  closed 
the  public  hearing  at  the  end  of  its  21  November  1978 
meeting.     The  public  comment  period  extended  from  20  October 
to  21  November  1978. 

Refer  to  Response  33. 

Comment  35;     "The  EIR's  traffic  figures  are  based  largely 

upon  an  August  1977  survey.     Since  that  time,  the  recently 
completed  Pier  39  has  added  very  substantially  to  the 
traffic  in  our  area.     Indeed,  we  are  enduring  traffic 
and  parking  problems  on  weekends  which  are  comparable 
only  to  those  of  Grant  Street  in  the  heart  of  Chinatown. 
...  the  prospect  of  daily  doses  coupled  with  Levi's  Plaza 
is  orders  of  magnitude  greater  than  the  situation  described 
in  the  EIR." 

Response  35:     See  the  special  section  on  Traffic  and  Parking 
Impact  Update,  beginning  on  page  118.     It  is  difficult 
to  compare  the  traffic  situation  of  Grant  Street  in  the 
heart  of  Chinatown  with  the  situation  in  the  project  area 
because  of  the  different  conditions  regarding  adjacent 
land  uses,  road  networks  and    road  capacities. 

Comment  36:     "Moreover,  and  since  the  August  1977  survey,  a  rather 
large  sports  club  began  operation  at  the  corner  of  Greenwich 
and  Sansome,  immediately  adjacent  to  blocks  B,  E  and  F.  An 
equally  large  club  will  go  into  operation  in  the  vicinity  of 
Chestnut  and  Montgomery  Streets,  adjacent  to  block  G.  Our 
experience  with  these  sports  clubs  is  that  they  attract  a  large 
number  of  cars  between  the  hours  of  8  a.m.  and  10  p.m.  While 
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there  is  a  garage  available  at  Sansome  and  Lombard,  the  club 
members  seem  to  prefer  parking,  either  legally  or  illegally, 
in  the  street.     Many  have  area  "A"  parking  stickers,  probably 
because  the  club  membership  is  composed  in  great  part  of  nearby 
members  who  drive  to  our  neighborhood  in  the  morning,  go  to 
work,  and  then  use  the  club  in  the  evening." 

Response  36:     The  San  Francisco  Bay  Club  provides  one  floor  of  the 

garage  at  Sansome  and  Lombard  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  member 
of  the  sports  club.     Members  can  park  free  whenever  they  use 
the  club.     According  to  the  Bay  Club  manager,  the  35  to  40 
spaces  provided  have  never  been  fully  occupied.     The  Bay  Club 
announces  the  availability  of  this  free  parking  regularly  in  its 
newsletter  to  the  members.     See  also  Response  3. 

Comment  37:     "The  EIR's  obsolete  parking  and  congestion  analysis 
is  further  aggravated  by  its  failure  to  conside  other  recent 
developments  such  as  the  openings  of  the  Eppaminodas,  Hunan  and 
Rusty  Scupper  restaurants,  as  well  as  the  proposed  developments 
in  connection  with  Mel's  Club   (a  private,  members  only  disco), 
the  International  Trade  Center   (Pier  15) ,  further  developments 
at  Pier  39   (it's  only  half  open),  and  further  developments  be- 
tween Pier  15  and  39." 

Response  37:     All  developments  existing  on  29  November  1978 
are  considered  and  included  in  the  recent  Traffic  and 
Parking  Update  section,  Response  3.     The  Eppaminondas  and 
Rusty  Scupper  restaurants  have  been  surveyed  in  the  traffic 
counts  made  in  August  of  1978,  on  Montgomery  and  Lombard 
Streets,  and  have  been  included  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The 
International  Trade  Center  is  in  partial  operation  on 
Piers  19  and  23.     An  office  space  addition  is  under  con- 
sideration by  Foreign  Trade  Services,  Inc.     (Mr.  Osgad, 
Foreign  Trade  Services,  Inc.,  telephone  conversation, 
30  November  1978).     Pier  39  is  completely  developed,  except 
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for  parts  of  the  park   (Mr.  Nick  Hoppe,  Pier  39,  telephone 
conversation,  1  December  1978) . 

Comment  38 i     "We  believe  it  essential  that  the  traffic  and 

parking  considerations  be  reassessed  and  that  affirmative 
provisions  be  made  to  assure  a  reasonable  amount  of  parking 
for  residents  of  the  area  and  their  guests,  including 
not  only  Telegraph  Landing,  but  Telegraph  Hill  and  the 
325-350  new  residents  who  would  purchase  the  proposed 
condominiums. " 

Response  38:     The  proposed  project  would  improve  the  parking 

situation  in  the  project  area  in  evenings  and  on  weekends 
because  its  public  parking  facilities  would  be  practically 
empty  during  these  periods.     The  project  sponsor  has  offered 
to  provide  "at  cost"  parking  in  the  block  F  garage  to 
the  Telegraph  Landing,  Telegraph  Hill  and  project  residents 
during  these  periods.     During  working  hours,  the  parking 
situation  in  the  project  area  would  become  more  difficult 
—  in  compliance  with  City  policies.     This  would,  however, 
not  affect  residents  at  Telegraph  Landing  or  in  the  project 
condominiums  because  they  would  have  reserved  parking 
spaces  in  their  garages,  and  because  their  parking  demand 
would  not  peak  during  working  hours.     Residents  of  Telegraph 
Hill  would  be  affected  by  the  decrease  of  about  five  spaces 
with  special  "A"  permit  signing  at  the  Greenwich  stub. 
This  impact  could  be  mitigated  by  increasing  the  number 
of  on-street  parking  spaces  with  special  "A"  permit  signing 
by  the  same  amount  of  space.     This  measure  would  have 
to  be  implemented  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Comment  39 :     "We  are  also  deeply  concerned  about  the  proposal 

to  construct  a  four-story  garage  directly  across  the  street 
from  Telegraph  Landing.     Part  of  our  concern  is  aesthetic; 
many  of  us  were  told  that  the  garage  constructed  diagonally 
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across  the  street   (in  connection  with  the  One  Lombard 
Street  development)  would  be  an  attractive  addition. 
It  is  not  only  unattractive,   it  is  an  eyesore." 

Response  39;     The  final  design  of  the  Block  F  garage  structure 

is  not  complete.     Figures  in  the  Draft  EIR  have  been  updated 

with  new  figures   (see  pages  29,  30,  31  and  32).     See  also 
Responses  2  and  3. 

Comment  40;     "References  to  the  appearance  of  this  four-story 
garage  are  confusing  and  contradictory. 

"For  example,  at  page  15  the  EIR  says  that  a  number  of 
condominium  units  'would  be  placed  along  Montgomery  Street 
as  a  part  of  the  podium' .     This  building  is  not  on  Mont- 
gomery Street." 

Response  40;      This  contradiction  was  caused  by  an  error  in 

typing.     "Montgomery  Street"  has  been  replaced  by  "Lombard 
Street"  on  page  15,  paragraph  3,  of  the  Final  EIR. 

Comment  41;     "The  developer  tells  us  that  residential  condo- 
minium units  will  front  Lombard  Street,  but  the  EIR  does 
not  bear  this  out.     Instead  it  shows  a  garage  facing  Lombard 
Street   (EIR  pp.   30,  32)." 

Response  41;     Refer  to  Responses  2,   33  and  39. 

Comment  42;  "Nor  does  the  EIR  explain  why  a  single,  admittedly 
inadequate  parking  facility  must  be  built  in  our  neighbor- 
hood to  service  office  buildings  several  blocks  away." 

Response  42;     See  Response  6. 

Comment  43;     "Certainly  one  alternative  warrants  discussion, 
such  as  a  single-level  underground  garage  which  would 
permit  lowering  the  total  height  of  building  F  at  least 
two  stories,  disperse  the  traffic  problems  and  congestion, 
and  completely  eliminate  the  podium." 

Response  43;     See  Response  6. 
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Proposed  Site  Plan  for 
Block  F  Condominium 

(See  Figure  18  for  Sections  A-A  and  B-B) 
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Comment  44:     "...we  are  very  concerned  about  the  parking 

across  the  street.  We're  concerned  about  not  only  the 
825  cars  they  plan  there,  but  the  actual  appearance  of 
the  podium  itself,  the  four  story  garage  podium." 

Response  44:     Regarding  the  impacts  of  the  925  cars,  see 

Responses  19  and  23  and  see  the  Dispersed  Parking  Alter- 
native section,  Response  6. 

Comment  45:     "...they're  proposing  to  provide  600  less  park- 
ing spaces  for  the  area  at  project  completion." 

Response  45:     See  Responses  1,  3  and  8. 

Comment  46:     "One  other  area  we're  concerned  about  is  the 

overall  appearance  of  the  buildings,  and  as  Dr.  Bendix 
just  mentioned,  the  external  appearance  of  the  buildings 
is  not  yet  set  and  we're  concerned  about  that.     We  want 
to  know  what  it  actually  is  going  to  look  like.  Without 
that,  we  can't  make  any  comments  about  whether  we  think 
it's  a  good  plan  or  a  bad  plan." 

Response  46:     Refer  to  Response  33. 

Robert  J.  Fogel,  letter  of  21  Nov.  1978   (rec'd  21  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  47:     "The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  fails 

to  address  several  major  points  which  will  have  a  sig- 
nificant impact  upon  the  residents  of  the  eastern  slope 
of  Telegraph  Hill. 

"Block  A,  as  presently  designed,  will  block  the  views  of 
approximately  15  buildings  in  the  Filbert  Steps/Napier 
Lane  area.     The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  fails 
to  consider  this  factor  and  does  not  identify  the  loca- 
tion, height  nor  quantity  of  roof  equipment  proposed  for 
Block  A." 


Response  47;     The  following  revised  figures  have  been  added 
to  the  Final  EIR  to  further  illustrate  the  impacts  to 
be  expected  on  views  of  Telegraph  Hill  residents: 

Figure  Title 

34  Observer  Point  Locations  (revision  to  show 

(with  site  sections  shown)        observer  point  locations 

3,   4,   5  and  6)   page  144 

38  Photomontage:     Building  F  page  148a 
views  from  Observer  Point  3 

39  Photomontage:     Building  F  page  148b 
viewed  from  Observer  Point  4 

40  Photomontage:     Building  F  page  148c 
viewed  from  Observer  Point  5 

41  Photomontage:     Buildings  A,  B,  C  page  148d 
and  E  viewed  from  Observer  Point  6 

Refer  to  Figure  37,  page  147  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  Responses 
22  and  48  regarding  roof  equipment  penthouses. 

Comment  48:     "I  have  also  suggested  that  if  it  is  essential  to 

have  these  appurtenances,  they  be  located  at  the  extreme  south- 
west corner  of  Block  A  where  their  impact  would  be  minimal." 

Response  48:     The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  relocating 

penthouses  containing  roof  equipment  to  the  southwest  corner 
of  Building  A  would  not  be  feasible  because  elevators  and  ver- 
tical mechanical  ducts  and  shafts  must  be  located  near  the 
approximate  center  of  the  building  for  reasons  of  safety  and 
practicality  for  building  occupants,  and  to  conform  with  current 
San  Francisco  Building  Codes  governing  location  of  stairways, 
elevators  and  building  exits. 

Comment  49:     "The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  fails 
to  mention  the  cumulative  effect  of  increased  traffic 
since  the  opening  of  Pier  39  and  with  the  addition  of 
the  proposed  new  Baywater  residential  development  in  the 
area. " 
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Note:    m  Walters  Co.  Warehouse 

Observer  Point  Locations: 


1.  Foot  of  Alta  Street 

2.  Residence  at  235  Greenwich 

3.  Greenwich  Steps  -  upper  landing  near  #285 

4.  Greenwich  Steps   -  from  porch  of  #237 

5.  Greenwich  Steps   -  from  entry  to  #221 

6.  Napier  Lane  -  from  boardwalk  between  #10  and  #22 
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Observer  Point  Locations,  (®) 

(with  site  sections  shown  -  see 
Figure  33  ) 
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Figure  No.34 
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Photomontage:  Building  F  Viewed  from 
Observer  Point  3 


Figure  No.38 
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Photomontage:  Building  F  Viewed  from 
Observer  Point  4 

Figure  No.39 
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Photomontage:  Building  F  Viewed  from 
Observer  Point  5 
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Figure  No.40 


Photomontage:  Buildings  A,  B,  C  and  E 
Viewed  from  Observer  Point  6 


Figure  No.41 


Response  49;     See  Response  3. 

Comment  50;     "The  proposed  single  parking  garage  for  the 
entire  project  is  an  eyesore ! " 

Response  50;     Refer  to  Responses  2,  33,  39,  41. 

Comment  51;     "Why  not  disperse  the  parking  throughout  the 

project  in  reasonably  sized  structures  below  the  proposed 
buildings?" 

Response  51:     See  Response  6. 

Comment  52;     "We  already  have  enough  PODIUM  concrete  slab 

parking  structures  destroying  the  fabric  of  the  City." 

Response  52;     The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  portions 
of  the  condominium  structure  visible  to  pedestrians  and 
motorists  along  Sansome  and  Lombard  Streets  would,  generally 
be  of  other  than  concrete  slab  construction. 

Along  Lombard  Street,  between  Sansome  and  Montgomery  Streets, 
the  podium  portion  of  the  structure  would  contain  condomin- 
iums.    A  privacy  wall  between  these  residences  and  the 
street,  approximately  7-8  feet  tall,  would  be  constructed 
of  decorative  concrete. 

Refer  to  the  Draft  EIR,  Section  IV. I,  Visual  Quality, 
page  142  for  a  description  of  construction  materials  that 
would  be  used  in  the  project.     Refer  to  page  149  of  the 
Draft  EIR,  pagagraph  4  regarding  the  appearance  of  the 
Block  F  garage. 

Comment  53;     "The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  states 

that  there  will  be  several  months  of  continuous  pile  driving. 
There  should  be  a  mandatory  requirement  that  any  pile 
driving  be  done  with  acoustical  shielding.     Without  such 
shielding  the  impacts  upon  our  daily  lives  would  be 
staggering . " 

Response  53;     Refer  to  Response  20. 
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Comment  54:     "I  would  like  to  mention  that  there  seemed  to 
be  a  change  from  our  last  meetings  with  the  developer. 
Block  B  specifically  had  shown  its  roof  appurtenances 
and  equipment  and  penthouses  to  be  running  in  a  perpendicu- 
lar direction  to  the  body  of  the  building.     It  appears 
now,  according  to  the  model  and  the  new  drawings,  that 
the  roof  appurtenances  and  penthouses  are  running  parallel 
with  the  building,  and  that  obviously  will  have  a  much 
greater  effect  upon  our  view  corridors." 

Response  54:     Buildings  elevators  and  vertical  mechanical 
ducts  and  shafts  must  be  located  near  the  approximate 
center  of  the  building  for  reasons  of  safety  and  practicality 
for  building  occupants,  and  to  conform  with  current  San 
Francisco  Building  Codes  governing  location  of  stairways, 
elevators  and  building  exists.     See  also  Response  47. 

The  location  of  the  elevators  and  the  stairwells,  see 
Figure  10,  EIR  page  24,  determines  the  location  of  the 
penthouse.     It  is  logical  to  use  a  single  penthouse,  en- 
compassing the  elevators  and  the  nearest  stairwell.  This 
means  that  the  penthouse  would  be  rectangular,  with  the 
longer  dimension  running  north-south.     This  orientation 
would  block  more  views  from  residences  due  west  of  the 
building  than  an  east-west  orientation  and  would  have 
similar  effects  for  the  northeast  and  southeast  residences 
on  Telegraph  Hill.     The  top  of  the  penthouse  would  be 
at  75  feet,  approximately  the  same  height  as  the  top  of 
the  penthouse  on  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building.  Note 
that  from  residences  at  an  elevation  greater  than  70  to 
75  feet  the  penthouse  would  interrupt  the  view  only  for 
persons  looking  downward. 

Comment  55:     "Are  we  to  comment  on  the  EIR  or  on  what's  here 
today  on  the  presentation?" 
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Response  55;     Refer  to  Response  33. 

Comment  56:     "I  live  at  Napier  Lane  and  Filbert  Steps.  Napier 
Lane  runs  parallel  with  Sansome  Street.     It's  at  elevation 
90  above  mean  elevation  or  zero  elevation,  whatever. 
Our  buildings  are  oriented  along  parallel  with  Sansome 
and  our  view  corridors  are  primarily  across  block  B  and 
diagonally  across  block  A  towards  downtown  and  the  Bay 
Br  idge . 

The  roof  appurtenances  as  shown  in  the  EIR  are  running 
perpendicular  to  the  structure  which  would  suggest  that 
one  could  look  on  either  side  of  the  roof  appurtenances 
in  order  to  gain  a  view  corridor.     Running  the  roof  equip- 
ment parallel  with  the  building  suggests  that  it's  blocking 
our  views.     There  is  no  reference  or  mention  in  the  EIR 
as  to  the  height  of  the  roof  appurtenances,  nor  is  there 
any  mention  or  actual  dimension  on  elevations  showing 
the  height  of  these  buildings.     I  also  would  like  to 
mention  a  similar  problem  with  block  A." 

Response  56;     See  Responses  57  and  54. 

Comment  57:     "I  suggest  they  isolate  the  equipment  to  the 

southwest  corner  of  the  structure  where  it  would  not  block 
anyone's  view  and  would  obviously  provide  for  our  view 
corridor  which  is  across,  diagonally  across  the  building." 

Response  57;     See  Responses  47,  48  and  54. 

Comment  58:     "Mr.  Wyler  has  repeatedly  said  that  he  has 

photographs  of  our  area  showing  that  our  views  would  not 
be  disturbed." 

Response  58:     Refer  to  Response  47. 

Comment  59:  "We  live  on  top  of  the  Filbert  Steps.  Once  you 
go  up  the  80  some  odd  concrete  steps,  you  go  up  another 
200  some  odd  wooden  steps,  wooden  steps  that  have  to  be 
constantly  maintained. 
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"There  is  no  mention  of  what  an  increased  pedestrian  traffic 
would  do  to  the  wooden  steps,  nor  is  there  any  mention 
of  the  Napier  Lane  boardwalk,  which  I  might  point  out 
is  maintained  by  the  property  owners  on  the,  of  property 
adjacent  to  the  boardwalk.     We  have  to  pay  for  repairs 
of  that  boardwalk,  and  there  is  no  mention  of  what  the 
increased  pedestrian  traffic  might  do  to  that  environment." 

Response  59;     The  number  of  pedestrains  and  magnitude  of  use 
of  the  Filbert  Steps  and  Napier  Lane  boardwalk  resulting 
from  the  project  is  not  known.     The  City  has  accepted 
responsibility  for  maintenance  of  the  Filbert  Steps  (tele- 
phone conversation,  L.T.  Tom,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
4  December  1978)  . 

Comment  60;     "There  is  also  no  mention  of  any  effects  that 

might  be  felt  due  to  the  increased  air  pollution  and  traffic 
upon  the  gardens,  the  Filbert  Steps  gardens  and  the  Green- 
wich Steps  gardens  which  have  been  maintained  by  two  wonder- 
ful women  for  many  many  years,  and  they  are  world  famous 
gardens . " 

Response  60;     It  is  doubtful  that  emissions  generated  by  the 

project  would  have  any  adverse  effect  on  gardens  or  plant 
materials  near  the  project  area.     Refer  to  pages  118  through 
123  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  a  discussion  of  expected  pollution 
levels.     Those  air  pollutants  to  which  plants  are  more 
sensitive  than  people  tend  to  be  formed  by  chemical  reactions 
in  the  air.     They  are  a  problem  only  when  there  is  an 
air  inversion  which  traps  them  for  some  time  near  the 
surface.     The  emissions  from  cars  in  the  project  area 
would  increase  the  concentration  of  these  substances  to 
the  extent  that  they  would  increase  total  pollutants  in 
the  basis,  that  is,  the  effect  would  probably  not  be  measure- 
able.     Any  air  pollution  impacts  of  the  project  would 
be  most  likely  to  be  felt  downwind  of  the  site. 

See  also  Response  96. 
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Comment  61;     "I  would  like  to  present  a  petition  which  is 
signed  by  many  neighbors  which  specifically  covers  the 
impacts  on  the  gardens  and  on  the  steps." 

"As  residents  of  Telegraph  Hill  and  as  concerned  citizens 
of  San  Francisco,  we  would  like  to  express  our  concern 
over  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  issued  for 
Levi's  Plaza. 

"The  Environmental  Impact  Report  fails  to  cover  the  impact 
of  such  a  major  development  upon  the  fragile  historic, 
architectural  and  ecological  environment  of  the  Filbert 
Steps,  Greenwich  Steps,  Napier  Lane  and  Darrell  Place 
area . 

"Specifically  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  fails 
to  address  itself  to: 

(1)  The  impact  of  the  loss  of  view  from  these  areas 
with  the  construction  of  roof  appurtenances 

on  Blocks  A  &  F.     An  alternate  location  for 

such  equipment  could  be  within  the  structure  itself, 

or,  of   (sic)  not  feasible,  the  equipment  could 

be  located  so  as  to  minimize  view  blockage, 

e.g.,  Block  A's  equipment  could  be  isolated 

at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  structure  where 

little  or  no  view  blockage  would  occur. 

(2)  The  impact  of  increased  numbers  of  pedestrians 
upon  the  wooden  stairs  of  Filbert  Steps  or  the 
wooden  boardwalk  of  Napier  Lane,  which  is  main- 
tained at  the  expense  of  adjacent  property  owners. 

(3)  The  impact  of  increased  air  pollution  due  to 
traffic  and  the  new  parking  structure  upon  the 
fragile  ecological  balance  of  the  world  famous 
Filbert  Steps  and  Greenwich  Steps  gardens." 


36 


Response  61;     Twenty-eight  persons  signed  this  petition,  four 
of  whom  gave  separate  testimony  at  the  public  hearings. 

The  rooftop  appurtenances  would  take  up  less  than  the 
up  to  30%  of  roof  area  coverage  permitted  by  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Planning  Code.     The  appurtenances  would  be  situated 
so  as  to  minimize  view  obstruction.     See  Response  47, 
Figures  38,  39,  40  and  41  for  photogrammetr ic  views  of 
the  project  from  Napier  Lane  and  the  Greenwich  Steps. 

To  further  preserve  views  from  these  areas,  the  height 
of  the  new  building  on  Block  B  has  been  held  to  the  same 
height  as  the  existing  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building, 
rather  than  the  84  foot  height  permitted  by  the  Planning 
Department. 

For  additional  information,  see  Responses  59  and  50. 

The  rooftop  appurtenances  on  Block  F  are  relatively  small 
(see  Figures  15  and  17,  pages  29  and  31)   in  comparison 
to  those  on  an  office  building  on  Blocks  A,  B  and  E  (see 
Figures  3,  4,  5,  6,  9,  12  and  13,  pages  17,  18,  19,  20, 
23,  26  and  27).     As  a  result,  they  provide  limited  view 
obstruction.     The  traction  type  elevators  on  Block  F, 
cannot  effectively  be  located  within  the  building,  and 
require  a  rooftop  penthouse  to  house  the  hoisting  machinery. 

David  F.  Myrick,  letter  of  15  Nov.  1978   (rec'd  20  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  62;     "The  structures  are  too  large,  too  bulky  and 

the  plan  contemplates  too  sweeping  a  change  of  the  environ- 
ment in  a  relatively  short  time  span.     The  massive  structure 
on  Block  A  is  particularly  offensive  and  should  be  reduced 
in  size  by  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  floors  or  setbacks 
along  Filbert  Street." 
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Response  62:     Portions  of  the  top  three  floors  of  the  Block  A 
building  would  be  progressively  stepped  from  Battery  and 
Filbert  Streets  as  shown  on  Figures  3,  4  and  5  of  the 
Draft  EIR,    (pages  17,  18  and  19).     This  tiered  arrangement 
of  the  building's  upper  floors  would  visually  reduce 
the  building's  mass. 

The  height  of  Levi's  Plaza  buildings  would  meet  applicable 
provisions  of  the  City's  Height  Ordinances.  Non-compliance 
of  buildings  on  Blocks  A  and  G  with  the  Bulk  Ordinance 
will  be  reviewed  by  the  Planning  Commission  when  the 
Conditional  Use  Permit  for  the  proposed  project  is 
considered . 

Comment  63;     "A  step-by-step  development  of  the  area  would 

be  far  less  damaging  to  the  environment  and  social  condi- 
tion of  the  North  Beach  and  Telegraph  Hill  area." 

Response  63;     Development  of  the  project  area  on  a  step-by- 
step  basis  would  eventually  result  in  equal  or  greater 
impacts  and  would  reduce  the  degree  of  coordinated  planning 
which  is  possible  when  an  area  is  designed  as  a  whole. 

Refer  to  Section  VIII-A.l  of  the  Draft  EIR,  page  192, 
paragraph  2,  regarding  development  of  the  area  on  a  parcel- 
by-parcel  basis. 

Comment  64;     "Traffic  studies  should  be  updated  because  of 

the  increased  flow  along  Sansome  and  Battery  Street  due 
to  Pier  39...     Allowances  should  be  made  for  the  full 
development  of  Pier  39,  Golden  Gateway  construction  and 
other  pending  developments." 

Response  64:     For  discussion  of  cumulative  impact  with  other 
projects,  see  Response  1.     See  also  Response  37. 

Comment  65:     "No  mention  has  been  made  of  the  increased  con- 
gestion that  will  result  along  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets 
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from  the  garages.     There  will  be  lines  of  cars  filling 

the  streets  in  the  morning  as  autos  enter  the  garages 

and  to  a  lesser  extent  as  they  leave  in  the  late  afternoon." 

Response  65;     See  Responses  19  and  23. 

Comment  66:     "The  closing  of  Filbert  Street  will  throw  more 
traffic  on  Union  Street  which  is  already  too  narrow  for 
normal  use." 

Response  66:     Traffic  impacts  which  would  be  caused  by  the  closure 
of  Filbert  Street  between  Sansome  and  Battery  are  assessed 
on  pages  106  -  111  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  summarized  in 
Tables  9  and  10,  pages  107  and  109.     Union  Street  would 
remain  two-way  with  two  lanes  of  a  minimum  12  feet  each. 
This  plan  has  been  discussed  at  a  meeting  of  the  City's 
Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and  Transportation 
(ISCOTT) ,  and  was  approved,  as  preferable  to  a  one-way 
westbound  alternative  which  would  have  negative  effects 
on  circulation  in  the  area. 

Comment  67 :     "Nothing  has  been  said  about  the  provisions 

for  commercial  vehicles  making  deliveries  to  retailers, 
restaurants  and  offices.     Will  this  result  in  more  double- 
parking  on  Sansome  and  Battery  Street?" 

Response  67 :     Impacts  of  commercial  deliveries  have  been 

addressed  in  Section  IV. C. 8:     Loading  and  Unloading  (pages 
116  -  117  of  the  Draft  EIR) .     Loading  and  delivery  areas 
would  be  provided  along  side  streets   (Union  and  Greenwich) 
for  Blocks  A,  B  and  C.     The  Draft  EIR  suggests  that  a 
yellow  zone  be  established  along  the  west  side  of  Sansome 
for  the  commercial  facilities  on  Block  F. 

Comment  68:     "The  use  of  two  blocks  of  Filbert  Street  as  a 

major  part  of  the  area  devoted  to  the  park  and  "open  space" 
invites  serious  review." 
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Response  68:     Discussion  of  review  of  the  closure  of  Filbert 

Street  is  included  in  a  new  section  on  Required  Approvals 
which  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  Chapter  I,  beginning  on 
page  16. 

In  addition  to  the  information  which  has  been  added  to 
the  main  text,  the  following  information  is  relevant  to 
the  comment. 

A  Revocable  Encroachment  Permit  would  be  considered  by 
the  ISCOTT  Committee,  composed  of  representatives  from  MUNI, 
Traffic,  Police,  Fire,  Planning  and  other  affected  City  depart- 
ments.    The  Committee  would  address  proposed  use  of  the  street 
space,  design  criteria,  emergency  access  provisions  and  land- 
scaping proposals.     The  Planning  Commission  would  review  the 
permit  application  in  terms  of  applicable  Master  Plan  criteria 
and  considerations  of  the  relationship  of  open  space  to  sur- 
rounding areas  and  the  proposed  Embarcadero  Improvement  Plan, 
which  calls  for  street  closures  to  reduce  interference  with 
pedestrian  movement  along  The  Embarcadero.     (See  also  Proposed 
Land  Use,  pages  73  and  74.)     Applicable  Master  Plan  criteria 
include  the  following: 

Urban  Design  Plan.     Policies  for  Street  Space. 

Policy  8     "Maintain  a  strong  presumption  against 


the  giving  up  of  street  areas  for  private 
ownership  or  use,  or  for  construction  of 
public  buildings." 


Policy 


9 


"Review  proposals  for  the  giving  up  of 
street  areas  in  terms  of  all  the  public 
values  that  streets  afford." 


Policy 


10 


"Permit  release  of  street  areas,  where 
such  release  is  warranted,  only  in  the 
least  extensive  andleast  permanent  manner 


appropriate  to  each  case. 
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Policy  12  "Street  space  provides  an  important  form 
of  public  open  space,  especially  in  areas 
of  high  density  that  are  deficient  in  other 
amenities . " 

Policy  13  "Street  space  provides  light,  air,  space 
for  utilities  and  access  to  property." 

Policy  14  "Street  space  serves  as  a  means  to  control 
and  regulate  the  scale  and  organization 
of  future  development  by: 

a.  protecting  against  the  accumulation 
of  overly  large  parcels  of  property 
under  single  ownership  on  which  massive 
buildings  could  be  constructed;  and 

b.  indirectly  controlling  the  visual 
scale  and  density  of  development, 
as  well  as  maintaining  continuity 
of  facades." 

Transportation  Plan 

Policy  2     "Retain  sites  not  required  by  traffic  for 
pedestrian  circulation,  open  space  and 
density  controls." 

Policy  4     "Partially  or  wholly  close  certain  streets 
not  required  as  traffic  carriers  for  pedes- 
trian use  and  open  space." 

The  proposed  street  closure  would  allow  pedestrian  use 
of  street  space  and  would  not  require  the  City  to  relin- 
quish ownership  of  any  public  property.     The  open  space 
created  would  be  available  for  public  use.     Filbert  Street 
is  not  needed  for  vehicular  traffic.     For  these  reasons, 
the  proposed  closure  of  the  street  is  considered  generally 
consistent  with  the  current  Department  of  City  Planning 
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policies  described  above   (telephone  conversation,  Charles 
Gill,  Department  of  City  Planning,  1  December  1978). 
See  also  Response  153. 

Comment  69:     "The  EIR  report  is  silent  on  the  financial  arrange- 
ments with  the  City  for  the  closing  of  this  street.  Nothing 
has  been  said  about  the  financial  obligation  to  the  City 
for  the  expense  of  the  restoration  of  the  pavement  should 
that  be  necessary  in  the  future." 

Response  69:     It  is  normal  practice  for  the  City,  in  granting 
a  revocable  encroachment  permit,  to  impose  a  condition 
which  requires  that  a  project  sponsor  carry  out  mainten- 
ance and  improvement  at  no  cost  to  the  City,  at  any  time. 
Should  the  City  decide  to  revoke  the  permit,  the  sponsor 
would  be  required  to  restore  the  street  to  its  original 
state.     (Telephone  conversation,  L.T.  Tom,  Department 
of  Public  Works,  1  December  1978.)     The  sponsor  does  not 
plan  to  build  any  structure  in  the  street.     The  area  would 
be  paved  which  would  allow  access  to  existing  underground 
utilities . 

Comment  70:     "The  report  has  not  considered  alternate  arrange- 
ments for  the  545  off-street  parking  spaces." 

Response  70:     See  Response  1.     No  alternative  arrangements 
are  required  for  the  off-street  parking  spaces  to  be 
eliminated,  as  the  reduction  would  conform  with  San 
Francisco's  parking  and  transportation  policies.     See  also 
Response  6. 

Comment  71:     "No  survey  was  made  of  the  needs  of  the  drivers 

of  autos  using  these  places  as  was  done  for  the  Ice  House 
tenants   (120  spaces  are  provided  for  those  people)." 

Response  71:     No  survey  was  made  of  the  Ice  House  tenants. 
The  120  spaces  to  be  provided  for  use  by  the  Ice  House 
are  based  on  an  arrangement  between  the  project  sponsor 
and  the  Ice  House. 
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Comment  72:     "The  report  makes  no  mention  of  the  users  of  the 
67  on-street  parking  places.     To  a  large  measure,  these 
are  used  by  residents  of  the  east  side  of  Telegraph  Hill 
where  the  situation  is  already  very  serious.     On  this 
side  of  Telegraph  Hill,  there  are  many  structures  without 
garages  and  there  are  over  100  dwelling  units  without 
access  to  a  graded  street." 

Response  72;     Residents  fjrom  Telegraph  Hill  park  primarily  in 
areas  designated  as  long-term  parking  for  vehicles  with 
"A"  stickers,  i.e.,  on  the  west  of  the  Sansome  Street 
centerline  and  on  the  south  of  the  Chestnut  Street  center line. 
About  five  legally  available  spaces  with  "A"  permit  signing 
would  be  lost  at  the  Greenwich  stub,  according  to  the 
project  sponsor.     The  on-street  spaces  that  would  be  lost 
along  Filbert  Street  and  along  Grant  Street  are  primarily 
used  by  short-term  parkers.     The  loss  of  these  spaces 
is  not  as  critical  for  Telegraph  Hill  residents  because 
they  are  not  part  of  the  preferential  parking  area. 

Comment  73;  "Any  acceptance  of  the  short-fall  of  713  parking 
spaces  should  be  strongly  conditioned  on  a  provision  for 
more  off-street  parking  spaces  if  necessary." 

Response  73:     See  Responses  1  and  8. 

Comment  74:     "The  site  and  plans  for  parking  structure  (s)  should 
be  made  part  of  the  overall  plan." 

Response  74:     See  Figure  8  of  the  Draft  EIR,  page  22,  for  parking 
on  Block  A. 

See  Responses  39  and  90. 

Comment  75:     "Projections  made  for  the  financial  convenience 
of  the  developers  can  often  be  in  error  and  some  protec- 
tion should  be  made  to  eradicate  possible  errors  in  judg- 
ment. " 
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Response  75:     The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  author 

of  the  EIR,  takes  responsibility  for  verification  of  ob- 
jectivity of  the  parking  analysis. 

Comment  76:     "If  the  parking  garages  were  spread  more  equi- 
tably among  the  various  office  building,  traffic  flow 
would  be  improved  because  of  the  reduction  of  long  lines 
of  cars  in  the  streets  waiting  for  admission." 

Response  76:     See  Responses  6  and  19. 

Comment  77:     "No  effort  will  be  made  to  mitigate  the  noise 

during  construction,  particularly  during  the  time  of  the 
pile  driving   (page  4)." 

Response  77:     Refer  to  Response  20. 

Comment  78:     "Nothing  has  been  said  about  providing  alternate 

parking  spaces,  both  for  off-street  and  on-street  vehicles." 

Response  78:     This  is  addressed  in  a  paragraph  which  has  been 
added  to  the  Final  EIR  on  page  114. 

The  sponsor  has  committed  to  Telegraph  Hill  residents 
provision  of  up  to  25  evening  and  weekend  parking  spaces 
for  area  residents.     The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  Associa- 
tion would  have  to  supply  the  sponsor  with  the  approved 
lists  of  the  25  parkers. 

Comment  79:     "The  polution  (sic)   effect  of  the  large  amount 
of  fuel  oil  in  this  concentrated  area  is  treated  much 
too  lightly.     There  is  no  indication  that  any  effort  will 
be  made  to  control  the  smoke  from  the  burning  of  6,800  bbls. 
of  oil  per  year.     During  the  month  of  January,  when  over 
1100  bbls.  of  oil  are  to  be  consumed,  the  effect  could 
be  particularly  unpleasant  for  the  neighborhood.  Furniture, 
carpets,  clothing,  etc.  in  the  homes  of  neighbors  will 
show  the  effects  of  the  heavy  use  of  fuel  oil." 
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Response  79:    Modern  fuel-oil-burning  boilers  do  not  normally 
emit  a  visible  smoke  plume.     The  primary  exhaust  constit- 
uents are  carbon  dioxide,  water  vapor,  carbon  monoxide, 
nitrogen  and  sulfur  dioxide.     Particulate  matter  would 
also  be  emitted,  and  this  pollutant  directly  affects  car- 
pets, clothing,  etc. 

During  the  peak  heating  month   (January) ,  about  37  barrels 
of  fuel  oil  would  be  consumed  each  day;  emissions  would 
be  23  lbs.  of  particulate  matter  per  day,  or  1  lb.  per 
hour.     This  1  lb. /hour  maximum  emission  would  occur  at 
several  discrete  locations  within  the  project  site,  most 
probably  from  the  rooftops  of  the  buildings.  Emissions 
for  each  building  would  be  roughly  proportional  to  build- 
ing area.     The  largest  single  structure   (Building  A)  would 
contain  about  30  percent  of  the  total  square  footage  of 
the  project,  and  would  emit  0.3  lbs.  of  particulates  per 
hour  during  January. 

Given  this  emission  level,  as  well  as  the  high  frequency 
of  westerly  winds  which  would  disperse  and  transport  emis- 
sions over  the  Bay,  the  infrequency  of  easterly  winds 
that  would  carry  emissions  towards  nearby  residential 
areas,  and  the  low  pollution  potential  of  San  Francisco, 
fuel  combustion  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would 
not  appear  to  pose  a  nuisance  to  the  surrounding  neighbor- 
hood . 

There  will  be  increase  use  of  fuel  oil  for  heating  all 
over  San  Francisco  as  natural  gas  supplies  decline.  Emis- 
sions will  be  controlled  by  State  and  Federal  autorities 
to  prevent  health  hazards. 

Comment  80;     "Missing  from  the  report,  except  as  can  be  gained 
only  approximately  from  Figure  No.  37,  are  carefully  de- 
lineated figures  of  the  heights  of  the  larger  buildings. 
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No  firm  figures  are  presented.     For  a  better  understanding  of 
the  situation,  the  seven-story  building  in  Block  A  should 
be  related  to  the  Ice  House  and  the  five-story  building 
in  Block-B  should  be  tied  to  the  elevator  shaft  of  the 
Walters  Warehouse." 

Response  80;     The  height  figures  shown  on  Figure  37  of  the 

Draft  EIR  are  firm  figures.     Section  IV. I,  Visual  Quality, 
page  143,  provides  a  description  of  the  visual  impacts 
to  be  expected  with  construction  of  Building  B.     The  ware- 
house opposite  Building  B,  at  the  corner  HDf  Filbert  and 
Sansome  Streets  is  estimated  to  be  about  50  feet  in  height, 
excluding  the  penthouse.     Building  B  would  be  65  feet 
in  height. 

Building  A  would  be  84  feet  in  height.     The  Ice  House, 
south  of  Building  A  across  Union  Street,  is  about  the 
same  height  as  Building  A  would  be;  this  is  shown  in 
Figure  33  of  the  Draft  EIR,  page  139. 

Comment  81;     "Perhaps  the  most  glaring  deficiency  in  the 

report  is  the  treatment  of  the  views.     Considered  from 
only  two  places,  the  showing  is  entirely  inadequate  and 
misleading.     Also,  there  should  be  considered  the  views 
(or  obstructions  to  views)   in  several  different  direc- 
tions from  the  same  base  point." 

Response  81;     Refer  to  Response  47. 

Comment  82;     "The  use  of  the  east  end  of  Alta  Street  (160 

feet  elevation)  overlooks  the  fact  that  there  are  many 
dwelling  units — perhaps  as  many  as  fifty — on  Darrell  Place, 
Napier  Lane  and  on  the  Filbert  Steps  situated  below  the 
160-foot  elevation.     Again,  the  view  should  not  be  limited 
to  "tunnel  vision"  but  should  have  a  broad  expanse." 
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Response  82:     The  84-foot  high  "A"  Block  Building  would  be 

below  existing  residences  on  Alta  Street   (see  Figure  37, 
page  147) .     The  new  65-foot  high  building  on  "B"  Block 
would  be  the  same  height  as  the  existing  adjacent  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building;  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code 
would  permit  an  84-foot  high  structure  at  this  site, 
(see  page  178,  Visual  Quality). 

See  Response  47. 

« 

Comment  83;     "...the  seven-story  and  five-story  building 

jammed  against  Filbert  Street  will  deprive  some  people 
of  any  views  as  the  size  of  the  buildings  will  preclude 
even  a  street  corridor  view." 

Response  83;  The  buildings  on  Blocks  A  and  B  would  cause 
essentially  no  view  blockage  for  area  residents  (see 
Comment  82) . 

The  Sansome  Street  facades  of  the  buildings,  facing  Tele- 
graph Hill,  would  have  numerous  setbacks,  indentations 
and  penetrations  along  the  length  of  the  wall,  to  provide 
visual  relief   (see  Figure  5,  page  19  of  the  Draft  EIR) . 

Comment  84:     "For  those  people  at  higher  elevations,  the 

damage  to  their  views  will  have  less  impact.     But,  in 
keeping  with  most  residents  on  the  east  side  of  Telegraph 
Hill,  their  views  of  the  East  Bay  will  be  seriously  im- 
paired  at  night  because  of  the  glare  of  the  lights  from 
the  unshuttered  office  windows." 

Response  84:     The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  engage  a  light- 
ing consultant  to  select  non-glare  exterior  lighting  fix- 
tures; further,  the  sponsor  would  require  office  tenants 
and  janitors  to  extinguish  lights  and  draw  curtains  when 
the  offices  are  vacant   (see  pp.  178-9  of  the  Draft  EIR, 
Visual  Quality,  for  details) . 
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Comment  85;     "In  spite  of  the  84-foot  limit,  the  large  build- 
ing in  Block  A  has  a  penthouse  with  an  unbroken  line  adding 
an  additional  20  feet  to  the  height   (Figure  37) .     A  single 
elevator  shaft  or  a  modest  skylight  is  one  thing  but  the 
extensive  penthouse  is  unreasonable." 

Response  85;     For  details  regarding  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  and  related  information  concerning  permissible  roof- 
top mechanical  penthouses,  see  Responses  22,  47,  48  and 
54. 

V 

Comment  86;     "The  early  hour  scheduled  for  the  commencement 

of  the  pile  driving   (seven  in  the  morning)   is  highly  objec- 
tionable and  should  be  revised  to  begin  no  earlier  than 
eight  in  the  morning.     Failure  to  make  this  change  would 
be  indicative  of  the  lack  of  concern  for  the  neighborhood." 

Response  86;     See  Response  20. 

Gary  M.  Rossiter,  letter  of  20  Nov.  1978.    (rec'd  21  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  87;     "Except  for  reasons  of  economics,  I  do  not  yet 
see  why  commercial  parking  of  such  magnitude  has  to  be 
placed  on  Block  F.     I  feel  that  this  will  concentrate 
far  too  many  cars  into  an  already  overburden  (sic)  area." 

Response  87;     See  Responses  1,  6,  19,  and  23. 

Comment  88;     "Surely  if  a  similar  structure  to  Telegraph 

Landing  existed  on  Block  F  then  wouldn't  parking  for  the 
Levi  Project  have  to  be  placed  under  or  next  to  the  build- 
ings they  serve,  or  as  an  alternate  -  a  separate  parking 
structure  located  closer  to  the  plaza  area?" 

Response  88;     If  the  F  Block  were  not  available  for  the  planned 
condominiums  and  parking  garage,  then  the  Levi's  Plaza 
project  would  probably  not  be  constructed.     The  cost  of 
constructing  a  parking  facility  either  underground  or 
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elsewhere  would  entail  costs  from  two  to  three  times  greater 
than  the  F  Block  proposal  (see  also  Response  6) .  The 
added  cost  would  likely  preclude  construction  of  the  pro- 
ject as  designed  with  its  present  public  open  space. 

Comment  89:     "The  EIR  draft  is  way  out  of  date  regarding  traffic 
studies.     Just  this  year  three  restaurants,  a  sports  club 
and  pier  39  started  business." 

Response  89;     A  partial  traffic  update  was  undertaken  in  August 
1978  on  Montgomery  and  Lombard  after  two  restaurants  (the 
Rusty  Scupper  and  the  Eppaminondas)   and  the  sports  club 
had  opened.     See  also  Response  3. 

Comment  90;     "Is  Block  G  to  be  built  according  to  the  draft 
EIR?    No,  according  to  the  project  sponser   (sic) ,  BJW, 
Associates  as  presented  to  a  gathering  of  Telegraph  Landing 
residents  on  16  November  1978." 

Response  90:     The  proposed  condominium  building  on  Block  G 

has  undergone  some  revisions  since  the  elevation  in  Figure  19, 
page  33  of  the  Draft  EIR,  was  sent  to  the  printer.  The 
sponsor  states  that  the  model  and  supporting  graphics  pre- 
sented to  area  residents  on  16  November  1978  reflected, 
in  part,  certain  changes  requested  by  Telegraph  Landing 
residents  at  a  previous  meeting. 

Figures  19,  20,  21  and  22  of  the  Draft  EIR  have  been 
amended  as  follows: 

Figure  19:     Proposed  Design  for  Block  G  Condominium 
(Elevation) 

Figure  20:     Proposed  Design  for  Block  G  Condominium 
(Site  Plan) 

Figure  21:     Proposed  Design  for  Block  G  Garage 

Figure  22:     Proposed  Design  for  Block  G,  Building  Sections 
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Comment  91:     "All  San  Francisco  needs  is  the  38  subsidized  housing 
right  next  to  the  elderly  on  block  G  that  BJW  now  proposes 
(not  shown  in  the  draft  EIR) .     Does  this  mean  HUD  must 
be  appeased  prior  to  this  project  bing  allowed  to  go  ahead?" 

Response  91:     The  proposed  HUD  sposored  project,  near  the  proposed 
Levi's  Plaza  project,  stems  from  a  condition  imposed  on 
the  project  sponsor,  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Depart- 
ment, not  HUD.     The  Planning  Department  required  that 
a  minimum  of  606  residential  units  be  constructed  in  the 
general  project  area,  as  provided  for  in  the  original 
Telegraph  Landing  Conditional  Use  Permit   (189  units  were 
constructed  in  Telegraph  Landing,  Phase  I). 

The  project  sponsor  could  not  achieve  the  required  amount 
of  housing  on  Blocks  F  and  G  because  of  Planning  Code 
and  design  constraints.     Subsequently,  the  Planning  Depart- 
ment agreed  to  accept  a  site  at  Kearny  and  Francisco  Streets 
as  an  "in  lieu"  site  for  the  remaining  number  of  dwelling 
units  originally  approved  for  Blocks  F  and  G. 

See  also  Response  12. 

Comment  92:     "...I  feel  that  if  the  visual  impact  would  be 

improved  and  if  the  parking,  the  commercial  parking  that's 
been  planned  to  go  underneath  Block  F,   if  it  was  relocated 
under  the  commercial  buildings  that  are  going  to  be  built 
as  part  of  the  project  — " 

Response  92:     Refer  to  Responses  2,  6  and  41. 

JoAnn  Rossiter,  letter  of  20  Nov.  1978   (rec'd  21  Nov.  1978) 

Comment  93:     "I  feel  the  EIR  draft  is  obsolete  re  traffic 
studies . 

"As  a  resident  of  Telegraph  Landing   (Sansome  &  Lombard  - 
S.F.)   since  June  '77,  I  can  say  that  since  I  moved  here 
several  restaurants,  The  Bay  Club,  &,  more  recently,  Pier  39 
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-i  have  opened  in  our  area.     Pier  39,  especially,  has  caused 

J  a  terrific  traffic  impact  in  this  area.     Moreover,  the 

developer  of  that  project  warns  that  even  with  the  1000 
1  car  garage  due  to  open  this  wk,  next  summer  will  be  very 

congested  here  due  to  Pier  39." 


] 
] 
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Response  93;     See  the  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact  Update  section, 
Response  3. 

Comment  94:     "I  stongly  f.eel  that  for  the  Levi  Plaza  developers 
to  put  an  800+  car  parking  garage  in  Block  "F"  across 
from  Telegraph  Landing  will  cause  serious,  unbearable 
pollution  problems,  both  noise  and  smog-wise." 

Response  94:     Pages  129-131  of  the  DEIR  indicate  that  the 

traffic  noise  increase  will  not  be  perceptible.     For  infor- 
mation on  potential  air  pollution,  see  Responses  7  and 
60. 

Comment  95:     "I  urge  further  studies  in  hope  that  the  Levi  Parking 
can  be  placed  throughout  the  planned  Project,  as  it  logically 
should  be... the  subject  of  "social"  housing  was  brought 
up  when  Mr.  Bakar  spoke  to  us  here  at  the  landing  last 
week.    What  disturbs  me  is  38  possible  units  to  be  "family" 
public  housing,  with  the  rest  elderly  and  disabled  and 
handicapped.     Don't  we  have  enough  problems  with  the  "Pro- 
jects" a  few  blocks  up  Bay  St.?    The  elderly,  etc.  would 
be  in  jeopardy,  I  feel,  with  the  inclusion  of  those  38 
"family"  units..." 

Response  95:     See  the  Dispersed  Parking  Alternative  section, 
Response  6.     Regarding  the  subject  of  social  housing, 
see  Responses  12  and  91. 

Under  the  H.U.D.  program  planned  for  the  proposed  housing 
units  at  Francisco  and  Kearny,  the  38  family  units  are 
not  designed  necessarily  for  welfare  recipients   (the  com- 
pleted housing  is  privately  owned  and  operated) .  The 
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program  is  oriented  for  families  including  handicapped 
heads  of  households  whose  monthly  earned  income  is  at  a 
level  that  qualifies  them  for  federal  rental  assistance 
to  provide  adequate  housing  for  their  families  and  them- 
selves . 

Kimberly  A.  Rossiter,  letter   (rec'd  21  November  1978) 

Comment  96;  "This  'project',  if  approved,  would  allow  at  least 
eight  hundred  more  cars  into  this  area.  This  would  create 
an  unhealthy  and  unbearable  living  situation." 

Response  96:     The  DEIR  discusses  traffic  and  parking  impacts 
on  pages  98-118.     The  air  quality  impact  analysis  shows 
that  carbon  monoxide  levels  near  the  project   (Table  11, 
page  120)  under  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  would 
not  exceed,  or  approach,  the  Federal  National  Ambient 
Air  Quality  Standards  which  were  established  as  pollutant 
levels  below  which  no  known  adverse  health  effects  occur, 
with  a  margin  of  safety.     See  also  Responses  79,  94  and  112. 

Comment  97;     "One  factor  that  is  overlooked  in  the  outdated 
EIR,  is  the  opening  of  Pier  39." 

Response  97;     See  Response  1. 

Comment  98:     Before  anyone  can  decide  on  this  "project," 

I  think  that  further  studies  should  be  made  concerning 

the  amount  of  existing  congestion  and  that... will  be  created. 

Response  98:     See  Response  3. 

Comment  99:     "In  addition,  possible  ways  of  alleviating  these 
obstructing  vehicles  ought  to  be  considered.     (If  the 
City  is  pushing  public  transportation,  then  why  shall 
these  cars  be  allowed  to  intrude?)" 

Response  99:     Traffic  mitigation  measures  are  considered  on 
pages  183  through  189  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
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Comment  100 t    Would  it  not  be  better  to  require  the  use  of 
BART,  Ferries,  Trains,  and  Buses? 

Response  100 t     A  total  ban  on  automobile  use  in  the  project 
area  would  raise  legal  questions  and  would  probably  not 
be  upheld.     For  example,  could  such  an  ordinance  be  drafted 
which  would  not  discriminate  against  certain  classes  of 
affected  persons,  violating  the  equal  protection  clauses 
of  the  U.S.  and  California  Constitutions?     If  a  partial 

* 

ban  on  auto  use  were  combined  with  required  public  transit 
use  for  all  non-exempted  persons  the  same  constitutional 
isues  would  probably  be  raised.     In  addition  a  complex 
enforcement  plan  would  be  necessary. 

In  any  case,  recent  experience  has  shown  that  transportation 
controls  are  both  controversial  and  difficult  to  adopt 
and  implement.     The  precursor  to  San  Francisco's  prefe- 
rential parking  plan  on  Telegraph  and  Russian  Hills  was 
litigated  up  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court   (County  Board 

of  Arlington  County  vs.  Richards,    (1977)    U.S.   , 

98  S.  Ct.  24.),  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
power  to  adopt  controls  in  furtherance  of  the  Federal 
Clean  Air  Act  was  restricted  by  Congress  in  1977,  after 
lengthy  debate.     (U.S.  Code  Congressional  and  Administrative 
News   (September  1977)  p.p.   2207  et.  seq.) 

Comment  101:     "Another  concern  of  mine  is  the  fact  that  the 

Telegraph  Hill  area  is  quite  historical  and  also  fragile 
because  of  small  dirt  slides  on  the  sides  of  the  hill. 
I  think  that  building  as  close  to  the  hill  as  is  planned, 
will  cause  destruction  to  a  very  attracting   (sic)  part 
of  San  Francisco.     The  fact  that  the  EIR  now  states  where 
bay  mud  exists  and  where  other  soils  exist  does  not  mean 
that  the  hill  will  remain  stable  and  undisturbed  forever. 
I  think  that  further  studies  of  the  surrounding  hill  area 
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ought  to  be  made  because  if  Telegraph  Hill  is  ruined, 
many  angry  people  will  be  seeking  the  'source'  of  that 
destruction. " 

Response  101;     An  assessment  of  the  past  and  current  stability 
of  the  flanks  of  Telegraph  Hill  has  been  performed  by 
Dames  &  Moore  during  the  geotechnical  investigations  for 
the  Levi  Plaza  Project,  for  consideration  by  the  developer. 
Most  landslide  activity  that  has  occurred  in  recent  years 
seems  to  have  been  independent  of  man's  activities.  The 
proposed  project  would  not  interfere  with  the  configuration 
of  the  existing  slope  except  for  the  planned  computer 
building,  which  is  designed  to  act  as  a  retaining  structure 
for  this  particular  cut,  providing  at  least  as  much  support 
as  the  present  slope. 

Comment  102;     "The  last  point  I  became  dubious  about  is  the 

"public  housing"  near  Francisco  and  Grant  streets,  which 
the  developer,  himself,  mentioned  at  his  last  meeting 
with  Telegraph  Landing  Residents.     He  first  spoke  of  housing 
for  the  elderly  and  disabled  which  made  me  feel  very  good. 
(We  need  to  help  these  people  more  than  we  do  now.)  Fol- 
lowing this  explanation  was  the  introduction  of  a  possible  • 
thirty-eight  units  of  "public  housing,"  apparently  to 
be  built  very  near  the  housing  for  the  elderly.     I  ask 
only  one  question;     How  did  this  absurd  idea  ever  come 
into  view? 

"Let  me  direct  you  to  reality  and%  again  to  the  EIR.  In 
my  mind,  a  living  situation  involving  elderly  and  low 
income  families,  like  those  who  live  in  the  "Projects" 
on  Bay  Street,  is  virtually  impossible.     The  only  outcome 
would  be  robberies  and  maybe  murders.     Someone  would  have 
to  be  responsible  for  this.     For  reference,  the  EIR  mentions 
not  a  word  about  the  specifics  of  this  "public  housing." 
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The  exact  number  of  units  is  not  known  and  social  and 
environmental  aspects  have  not  been  analyzed  or  expressed 
in  the  EIR.     Until  these  studies  are  made,  how  can  one 
decide  on  the  entire  "project,"  or  will  this  "public  housing" 
just  slip  in  as  construction  possibly  occurs?" 

Response  102;     See  Responses  12  and  91. 
Thomas  Guilfoy 

* 

Comment  103;     "Having  reviewed  the  environmental,  draft  environ- 
mental impact  report,  our  greatest  problem  is  the  diminu- 
tion of  parking.     We,  it's  our  opinion  that  we  would  re- 
quire in  excess  of  another  hundred  spaces  in  addition 
to  that  which  is  allocated  to  us  on  the  present  report." 

Response  103;     The  sponsor  is  planning  to  provide  approximately 
825  non-residential  parking  spaces.     Of  them,  due  to  an 
existing  Parking  Agreement  with  the  Ice  House,  the  Sponsor 
must  provide  120  spaces  for  Ice  House  tenants  and  customers. 
The  remaini ag  approximately  705  spaces  are  to  be  used 
by  tenants  of  Levi's  Plaza.     The  Sponsor  does  not  plan 
to  build  additional  parking  for  Ice  House  use.     See  also 
Responses  1  and  8. 

Robin  Corkery 

Comment  104;     ".^..my  principal  objection  to  the  proposed 

EIR  is  that  it  treats  very  lightly  and  in  a  very  conjec- 
tural way  the  results  of  the  impact  on  our  neighborhood 
of  siting  approximately  78  percent  of  the  parking  of  the 
entire  project  in  the  one  building  in  block  F...I  feel 
that  the  impact  should  be  treated  much  more  exhaustively 
than  it  is  in  the  report  from  the  standpoint  of  noise, 
pollution,  traffic  congestion,  and  parking." 


Response  104;     A  total  of  1,135  parking  spaces  would  be  pro- 
vided in  the  proposed  project   (see  pages  13  through  16 
of  the  Draft  EIR) ,  825  of  which  would  be  on  block  F. 
This  represents  73  percent,  not  78  percent.  Regarding 
traffic  impacts  of  this  parking  garage,  see  Responses  19 
and  23.     For  traffic  noise,  see  Response  94;  for  air  pol- 
lution, see  Responses  60  and  79. 

Hal  Major 

Comment  105:     "I  live  half  a  block  north  of  block  F  and  about 
a  hundred  yards  west  of  E.     The  first  thing  that  I'd  like 
to  talk  about  are  the  description  of  the  pictures  and 
elevations  in  sections  in  the  EIR,  starting  on  page  29. 
They're  highly  detailed  elevations,  plans  and  sections... 
I'm  going  to  talk  about  this  building,  and  the  reason 
I'm  bringing  it  up,   is  I'm  looking  at  the  drawing  here 
that  looks  completely  different  than  the  drawing  that 
I  have.     I'm  trying  to  figure  out,  is  this  the  right  one, 
or — is  that  the  right  one?     Is  there  anybody  who  could 
answer  that  question?  ...  You  mean  we've  been  asked  to 
pass  judgment  on  this?" 

Response  105:     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
"The  design  has  been  developed  further  since  the  EIR  went 
to  the  pr inter ...  and  the  rendering  on  the  wall  is  the 
more  recent  design... the  more  recent  design  will  replace 
the  previous  design  in  the  final  EIR." 

Comment  106:     "But  if  we  have  been  given  30  days  to  pass 

judgment  on  the  drawings  and  details  in  the  EIR,  are  we 
supposed  to  be  able  to  pass  judgment  on  these,  and  not 
on  the  new  design,  or  should  we  have  additional  time  after 
the  publication  of  the  new  design  to  pass  judgment  on 
it,  or  is  there  a  limit  of  the  amount  of  change  that  is 
possible  from  what  we  are  commenting  on  tonight  and  what's 
actually  happening?" 
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Response  106;     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "If  significant  new 

impacts,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission,  are  produced 
by  the  change,  then  they  can  order  additional  time.  If 
the  change  is  not  great  or  if  the  nature  of  the  change 
is  such  as  to  mitigate  impacts  of  the  previous  design, 
then  it  would  generally  not  be  considered  appropriate 
to  extend  the  review  period,  since  the  purpose  of  the 
EIR  is  to  give  a  sense  of  the  maximum  possible  impacts 
from  potential  development  on  the  site." 

Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  107:     "...what  is  the  change;  not  why." 

Response  107;     by  Gerson  Bakar,  member  of  the  development  team: 
"...relating  to  block  F  the... change  that  we're  talking 
about  is  not  in  the  height,  but  rather  in  the  opening 
between  Telegraph  Landing  and  the  hill.     The...  figure,  on 
page  17... you'll  notice  that  the  hill  has  a  great  deal 
of  foliage  opposite  the  Telegraph  Landing  building,  and 
it  was  an  attempt  to  allow  that  foliage  to  continue  to 
be  enjoyed  by  more  residents  than  simply  the  new  condominiums, 
but  to  include  that  enjoyment  for  the  residents  of  Telegraph 
Landing,  and  I  believe  that  the  balance  of  the  changes 
articulate  a  shaving  in  an  opening  at  the  corner  of  Lombard, 
which  was  a  request,  the  corner  of  Lombard  and  Sansome, 
and  the  same  at  the  opposite  end  of  Lombard  near  the  inter- 
section of  Montgomery  Street ...  that  widening  of  that  opening 
was  a  request  both  of  the  hill  dwellers  and  the  landing 
people. . . " 

Rai  Okamoto 

Comment  108;     "...it  warrants  restatement,  that  we  have  not 

entered  into  any... review  of  definitive  design  proposals, 
and  in  fact  what  you  see  here  may  subsequently  be  modified... 


61 


The  intention  would  be  to  comment  on  the  design  that  you 
have  looked  at  relative  to  whether  or  not  the  EIR  does 
in  fact  describe  adequately  the  impacts  of  that  proposal. 
If  in  the  meantime,  as  has  happened  before  with  EIR  proce- 
dures before  you  in  the  past,  the  developer  has  advanced 
the  design  such  that  there  has  been  some  attempt  to  mitigate 
anticipated  or  in-fact  impacts,  that  might  be  of  interest 
too.     But... this  design  may  change  considerably  as  a  result 
of  further  discussions  also.     So  to  some  degree,  it's 
a  highly  tentative  discussion  at  best." 

Response  108;     No  response. 
Hal  Major 

Comment  109:     "Could  I  make  a  suggestion  that  pages  29  through  32 
be  deleted  from  the  EIR  because  they  are  highly  detailed 
drawings  and  are  not  accurate." 

Response  109;     These  figures   (#15,  16,  17  and  18)  depict  the 
proposed  condominium  designs  at  the  time  the  DEIR  was 
submitted  to  the  printer.     They  have  been  replaced  by 
new  figures  which  reflect  the  current  design.     See  also 
Response  39. 

Comment  110 :     "Then  we'll  not  have  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  those  new  replacements;   is  that  correct?" 

Response  110;     Not  in  the  environmental  review  process.  There 
will  be  an  opportunity  for  a  discussion  of  design  at  the 
Conditional  Use  Permit  hearing. 

Comment  111;     "I'd  like  to  go  to  page  8.     Under  the  comment 

above  "Alternatives,"  and  then  the  alternatives  are  des- 
cribed on  page  192.  I  would  like... the  project  sponsors 
to  incorporate  an  alternative  which  would  [displace]  the 
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600  cars  for  commercial  parking  from  block  F  and  incorporate 
it  into  the  bases  of  block  A,  B  and  C." 

Response  111;     Refer  to  Responses  6  and  11. 

Comment  112;     "I  am  concerned  about  the  carbon  monoxide  that's 

being  generated  by  the  825  cars  in  the  base  of  the  building 
on  block  F.     The  San  Francisco  Building  Code  describes 
the  requirements  for  ventilation  of  public  garages  on 
page  584.     I  will  not  go  into  detail  on  it,  but  I  think 
somebody  should  incorporate  into  this  EIR  how  the  fumes 
and  the  ventilation,  both  items  are  going  to  be  taken 
care  of... That  is  three  and  a  half  story  garage.     If  you've 
been  in  the  garage  across  the  street,  you'll  see... that 
that  garage  is  constantly  ventilating ...  I 'm  concerned 
about  if  they  are  going  to  be  on  this  platform,  if  the 
fumes  are  going  to  go  into  the  residences  in  the  buildings 
above  the  platforms,  and  if  they're  going  to  be  dissi- 
pated above  at  the  penthouse  or  the  roof  line  of  these 
buildings,  then  I'm  concerned  about  it  myself  because 
it  would  be  at  the  level  of  Telegraph  Hill,  Napier  Lane 
and  Darrell  Place." 

Response  112;     The  San  Francisco  Building  Code   (Article  5, 

section  5130. M. I.E.)   requires  continuous  ventilation  of 
basement  and  garages.     Minimum  requirements  are  1  cubic 
foot  per  minute  per  square  foot  of  space.     For  the  825- 
space  garage  in  Block  F,  this  equates  to  about  480,000 
cubic  meters  per  hour. 

If  the  peak-hour  turnover  in  the  garage  is  33%  of  the 
total   (see  page  101  of  the  Draft  EIR)   and  each  vehicle 
travels  one-fourth  mile  and  idles  for  one  minute  while 
in  the  garage,  an  estimate  of  total  peak  hour  emissions 
is  12,000  grams  of  CO.     The  average  concentration  of  CO 
in  exhausted  air  would  be  22  parts  per  million  (the  one- 
hour  Federal  standard  is  35  ppm) .     If  a  60%  turnover  is 
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assumed  for  the  peak  8-hour  period,  the  resulting  exhaust 
concentration  would  be  5  ppm  (the  8-hour  Federal  standard 
is  9  ppm) . 

The  exhaust  vent  would  be  located  near  the  Sansome-Greenwich 
intersection.     Under  typical  weather  conditions,  garage 
exhaust  would  be  carried  east  towards  the  Bay.  Under 
unusual  conditions,  exhaust  may  be  transported  west  to 
residences.     Natural  turbulence  and  turbulence  involved 
in  mechanical  ventilation  would  cause  considerable  dilu- 
tion to  occur  before  the  exhaust  plume  reached  nearby 
receptors.     As  the  concentration  in  the  undiluted  garage 
exhaust  is  below  Federal  standards  for  CO,   it  would  be 
below  the  standard  at  any  affected  residences. 

Comment  113;     "The  item  on  page  45,  I'd  like  to  read  the  paragraph. 
'In  February  of  1978,  following  rain  storms,  a  rock  fall 
occurred  off  Telegraph  Hill  on  Sansome  Street  near  Union 
Street.     The  boulders  progressing  down  slope  resulted 
in  the  destruction  of  a  boat   (sic) ,  a  wire  mesh  fence, 
and  some  damage  to  a  concrete  retaining  wall.  Sansome 
Street  was  closed  off  for  a  period  during  the  day  of  the 
rock  fall  to  clear  the  debris.     Parking  along  the  west 
side  of  Sansome  Street  is  no  longer  permitted.     The  engineer- 
ing firm  of  Dames  and  Moore  is  currently  under  the  (sic) 
contract  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  investigate 
the  future  stability  of  the  east  side  of  Telegraph  Hill. 

"I  would  like  to  ask  if  that  investigation  is  going  to 
be  completed  before  this  project  is  built,  and  if  the 
project  sponsors  are  concerned  about  the  results  of  that 
investigation. " 

Response  113;     Dames  and  Moore  completed  an  evaluation  of  recent 
slope  movement  on  Telegraph  Hill  near  the  Union  Street 
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right-of-way  on  Sansome  Street  on  3  May  1978.     They  con- 
cluded that  the  slope  will  continue  to  ravel,  and  surface 
sloughs  and  failures  should  be  expected  in  the  future. 
They  recommended  that  all  slide  debris  be  removed  under 
supervision  of  an  engineering  geologist;  that  surface 
runoff  be  collected  and  diverted  from  the  top  of  the  hill; 
and  that  a  barricade  be  reconstructed  at  the  base  of  the 
slope  consisting  of  a  timber  bulkhead.     The  Department 
of  Public  Works  has  removed  the  slide  debris,  and  a  bulk- 
head has  been  re-erected  along  Sansome  Street. 

Comment  114;     "I  want  to  refer  to  page  45.     There's  a  chart 

on  45  that  shows  the  approximate  location  of  a  shear  zone 
going  through  parcel  F.     Discussing  that  same  item,  I 
want  to  refer  to  page  96,  the  second  paragraph.     'If  Tele- 
graph Hill  were  subjected  to  ground  shaking,  it  is  probable 
that  large  boulders  would  fall  randomly  down  the  hill 
threatening  blocks  A,  E  and  F,  and  the  large  slide  located 
at  the  southwest  corner  of  block  G,    (see  section  3  B) , 
could  be  activated  creating  hazards  to  structures  and 
lives  at  the  slides  base.     In  the  absence  of  ground  shaking, 
the  slope  would  still  be  unstable  because  of  drainage 
water  percolating  through  the  fractured  rocks.     The  water 
tends  to  lubricate  the  rock  fragments,  thereby  increasing 
their  potential  for  sliding.'" 

Response  114;     The  referenced  text  has  been  revised. 

Comment  115;     "I  would  like  to  have  the  following  sentence 

eliminated.     'This  would  constitute  a  constraint  on  the 
design  of  the  project  rather  than  an  impact  of  the  project. 1 
I  think  when  we've  referred  to  something  that  is  endangering 
peoples  lives,  I  think  it  definitely  is  an  impact  on  the 
project. " 
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Response  115:     The  potential  for  reactivation  of  slide  movement 

at  this  sate  during  seismic  shaking  has  not  yet  been  resolved. 
Whether  or  not  movement  occurs,  however,  is  independent 
of  the  construction  of  the  planned  building.     This  would 
seem  to  represent  a  design  constraint  rather  than  an  impact 
of  the  project. 

Comment  116:     "I'd  like  to  refer  to  page  81,  also  to  page  127. 
I'm  concerned  about  the  condition  of  the  two  buildings 
that  are  stated  in  page,  on  page  81.     The  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  Building  which  was  built  in  1903,  unreinforced 
brick  masonry  and  the  Cargo  West  Building.     I'm  concerned 
about  those  two  buildings  in  relationship  to  the  statement 
on  page  127  with  regards  to  the  driving  of  piles  on  block  C. 
There  has  been  no  mention  in  the  DEIR  with  regards  to 
the  results  of  the  vibration  from  pile  driving  to  these 
two  buildings  in  particular,  and  the  other  buildings  that 
are  surrounding  the  project  site  that  are  made  out  of 
unreinforced  masonry.     I'd  like  to  refer  to  another  DEIR 
with  regards  to  the  Audiffred  Building  which  is  a  city 
landmark,  and  this  particular  DEIR  was  for  the  construction 
of  a  parking  garage  next  to  that  building.     And  on  page  47 
of  that  document,   it  states  —  it's  a  mitigating  measure, 
'Damage  to  the  structure  from  ground  shaking  would  be 
reduced  by  the  use  of  a  pile  foundation  system.  Vibration 
monitoring  studies  undertaken  by  the  project  sponsors 
geotechnical  engineering  consultant  for  pile  driving  opera- 
tions during  construction  at  a  site  two  blocks  away  f r j\i 
the  proposed  project  site  indicate  that  damage  would  not 
be  expected  to  occur  to  adjoining  structures  from  pile 
driving  operations. 

"I  think  that  this  particular  item  should  be  more  deta^xed 
with  regards  to  vibration  effect  of  buildings  surrounding 
the  site  as  a  result  of  pile  driving." 
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Response  116;     The  effects  of  vibrations  from  pile  driving  on 
unreinf orced  brick  masonry  buildings  surrounding  Block  C 
are  difficult  to  predict.     The  potential  effects  are  a 
function  of  the  buildings'  distance  from  the  driving, 
foundation  and  structural  conditions,  as  well  as  the  energy 
of  the  driving  hammer  and  length  of  end-bearing  piles. 

The  Italian  Swiss  Colony  and  Cargo  West  buildings  would 
be  structurally  brought  up  to  earthquake  code  prior  to 
pile  driving  on  Block  C.     Therefore,  the  structural  effects 
(if  any)  of  the  vibrations  on  these  buildings  are  expected 
to  be  less   (all  else  being  equal)   than  on  unstrengthened 
buildings.     The  vibrations  from  pile  driving  would  be 
substantially  less  than  the  vibrations  from  the  1906  earth- 
quake that  caused  minimal  damage  to  the  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  building. 

To  evaluate  the  vibration  effects  of  pile  driving,  a  vibra- 
tion monitoring  program  would  be  conducted  during  the 
initial  phases  of  pile  driving.     To  minimize  potential 
damage  from  pile  driving,  the  sponsor  has  agreed  to  pre- 
drill  the  piles  to  a  depth  of  50  feet. 

Comment  117:     "...page  118.     Paragraph  10  in  the  middle  of  the 
page  —  It's  titled  'Preservation  of  future  options'. 

"'Flexibility  to  adapt  to  possible  future  decreases  in 
automobile  use  could  be  preserved  by  designing  some  or 
all  of  the  proposed  parking  space  so  as  to  facilitate 
conversion  to  other  uses. '     I  would  like  to  know  what 
the  possible  other  uses  might  be.     I  would  like  to  have 
them  listed  wherein  you  can  convert  a  parking  garage  into 
another  use.     This  would  be  particularly  appropriate  for 
the  above-grade  parking  levels  in  the  block  G  parking 
structure  and  condominium  building. 
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"'City  staff  will  discuss  this  possibility  with  project 
sponsors.'     I  would  like  to  know  if  the  discussion  has 
taken  place  since  other  changes  have  been  made  in  the 
DEIR,  and  I  think  the  discussion  should  be  incorporated  into 
the  DEIR." 

Unidentified  Voice:     "I  think  you  meant  to  say  block  F, 
not  block  G." 

Mr.  Major:     "I'm  sorry,  block  F.     Thank  you." 

Response  117:     The  sponsor  states  that  due  to  the  nature  of 
garage  construction,  with  its  relatively  low  floor  to 
ceiling  heights   (approximately  seven  foot  clearance) ; 
alternative  possible  uses  would  be  primarily  storage  for 
corporate  records  and  personal  household  goods  for  area 
residents.     It  would  be  possible  to  increase  the  clearance 
without  increasing  building  height  by  excavating  further 
down  into  the  rock.     Each  additional  foot  of  excavation 
would  add  about  $300,000  to  the  cost  of  the  Block  F  parking 
structure   (i.e.  7.1%  of  total  parking  podium  cost). 

Comment  118:     No  comment  due  to  numbering  error. 
President  Rosenblatt 

Comment  119:     "The  impacts  that  were  just  spoken  of  by  Mr.  Major 
would  seem  to  be  impacts  regardless  of  the  specific  design, 
and  therefore  will  be  addressed  whatever  the  final  design 
is.     Is  that  correct?" 

Response  119:     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "That  is  correct." 
Dale  Benson 

Comment  120:     "Already  Sansome  and  Battery  streets  are  major 
arteries  to  Marin  County  and  we're  plagued  with  buses 
and  cars.     We  have  Pier  39  there  which  is  a  gigantic  problem. 
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Now  we're  going  to  add  a  huge  construction  problem,  two 
more  condominium  projects,  eliminate  600  some  odd  parking 
spaces  from  the  street,  and  think  everything's  going  to 
work  out  in  the  end. 

"I  don't  think  that  the  EIR  treats  this  in  the  fashion 
in  which  it  should  be  treated  because  I  think  that  the 
condition  down  there  is  already  critical  and  this  is  only 
going  to  make  it  much  worse." 

Response  120;     See  Responses  1  and  8  regarding  the  elimination 
of  parking.     See  the  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact  Update 
section  for  cumulative  traffic  impacts 

Dwight  Fittner 

Comment  121;  "...other  than  Columbus  and  Broadway  on  New  Year's 
Eve,  I  can't  think  of  any  other  place  that  has  more  conges- 
tion right  now  than  Sansome  and  Lombard. 

"I  don't  think  that  this  issue  has  been  addressed  in  the 
environmental  impact  report  concerning  the  combined  impacts 
of  increased  flow  of  traffic  to  Marin,  Pier  39  project, 
which  has  been  a  horror  story..." 

Response  121;    Many  intersections  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
are  more  crowded  than  Sansome  and  Lombard.     These  include 
Broadway  and  Columbus,  Grant  and  Broadway,  Columbus  and 
Bay,  Van  Ness  and  Bay,  Market  and  Van  Ness,  etc. 

The  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact  Update  section  indicates 
the  levels  of  congestion  at  which  Sansome  and  Lombard 
are  currently  operating.     It  also  discusses  the  combined 
impacts  of  Pier  39  and  Levi's  Plaza.     See  Response  #3. 

Comment  122;     "The  noise  level,  a  gentleman — I  happen  to 

be  a  physician — discussed  noise,  carbon  monoxide,  and 

a  number  of  those  other  issues  which  I  don't  see  addressed 
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in  the  environemntal  impact  report,  and  to  place  all  of 
those  biological  detrimental  problems  beneath  where  people 
are  living,  I  think  is  reprehensible,  and  I  think  we  should 
try  to  put  them  where  people  are  not,  namely  where  the 
offices  are  that  are  supposed  to  support  these  individ- 
uals. . . " 

Response  122;     See  DEIR,  pages  65-68  for  discussion  of  noise 
impacts . 

For  information  on  carbon  monoxide,  see  Response  112. 

Response  6  provides  information  relating  to  parking  redis- 
tribution. 

President  Rosenblatt 

Comment  123:     "There  is  a  more  detailed  answer... and  it  relates 
to  what  the  law  requires  to  be  included  in,  and  what  the 
purpose  of  an  environmental  impact  report  is,  and  I  would 
like  to  ask  Dr.  Bendix  to  review  that." 

Response  123;     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "All  the  issues  that 
have  been  raised  are  valid  issues.     The  purpose  of  the 
EIR  process  is  one  way  or  another  to  bring  out  people's 
environmental  concerns  and  to  see  that  they  are  answered." 

"I  would  point  out  that  the  same  number  of  units  and  the 

same  number  of  parking  spaces  are  involved  in  the  design 

in  the  EIR  and  the  design  that  is  on  the  wall.     Were  those 

parking  spaces  to  be  relocated  elsewhere  in  the  project, 

the  same  amount  of  carbon  monoxide  would  be  produced. 

Were  the  same  number  of  units  to  be  built  in  any  configuration, 

the  noise  impacts  would  be  similar.     Many  of  these  things 

are  not  going  to  change.     I  think  that  people  have  brought 

up  valid  questions  which  we  will  answer  in  the  comments 

and  responses.     These  will  become  a  portion  of  the  final 
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environmental  impact  report  which  will  be  sent  to  everybody 
who  is  on  the  distribution  list  or  who  has  obtained  a 
copy  of  the  EIR  from  the  City  and  given  us  their  address, 
and  anybody  else  who  would  like  a  copy  of  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  report  with  the  answers  to  all  these  questions, 
point  by  point." 

"A  decision  always  has  to  be  made  about  what  to  put  in 
and  what  to  leave  out  of  an  EIR.     As  I  have  said  before — the 
Commission  has  heard  me,  but  I  say  it  again  to  a  partially, 
at  least,  new  audience — for  any  project,  a  project  much 
smaller  than  this  one,  one  could  write  something  the  length 
of  the  Encyclopedia  Britannica  and  still  not  have  said 
everything  that  could  be  said.     Therefore,  obviously, 
we  have  never  said  everything  that  could  be  said  about 
a  project." 

"We  have  tried  to  make  a  selection  of  information  that 
would  give  a  cross-section  of  information  on  the  basis 
of  which  to  start  forming  an  opinion,  and  then  you  come 
to  us  and  tell  us  the  additional  questions  that  you  are 
concerned  about  to  give  us  direction  as  to  what  additional 
information  to  put  into  the  final  document  to  satisfy 
your  information  needs." 

Dwight  Fittner 

Comment  124;     "  I  think  they  should  equitably  distribute 

the  carbon  monoxide  and  noise  produced  as  opposed  to  having 
them  right  underneath  the  inhabitants." 

Response  124;     People  would  occupy  all  the  non-residential 
buildings  at  times  when  cars  are  coming  and  going.  If 
there  were,  if  fact,  an  air  pollution  hazard,  more  people 
might  be  exposed  in  the  non-residential  than  in  the  residen- 
tial buildings.     Fortunately,  there  would  be  no  public 
health  hazard.     The  noise  would  be  distirbuted  through 
the  area  as  the  cars  come  and  leave. 


Anne  Halsted,  letter  of  20  November  1978   (rec'd  22  November 
1978 

Comment  125:     "The  data  used  to  analyze  and  predict  impact 
of  the  project  on  transit,  traffic  and  congestion  does 
not  appear  to  describe  realtiy  since  late  1977.     The  traffic 
and  congestion  problems  in  this  geographic  area  since 
completion  of  Eppaminonda 1 s   (sic),  The  Rusty  Scupper, 
The  Bay  Club,  and  Pier  39,  all  of  which  been   (sic)  opened 
since  then,  has  been  tremendous.     Do  the  traffic  projec- 
tions reflect  all  the  additional  traffic  generated  by 
projects  completed  since  8/77,  and  do  they  include  the 
projected  impact  of  traffic  generated  by  projects  approved 
but  not  yet  complete   (Golden  Gateway  III  and  major  downtown 
office  buildings)?    These  cumulative  traffic  figures  are 
particularly  relevant  with  regard  to  this  project  because 
Battery,  Sansome,  and  the  Embarcadero,  all  of  which  will 
be  impacted  by  this  project,  are  major  arterials  (with 
no  alternatives)   to  the  downtown." 

Response  125:     The  cumulative  impacts  of  downtown  office  build- 
ings will  be  discussed  in  forthcoming  EIRs  relevant  to 
each  project.     See  also  Responses  3,  36,  37  and  64. 

Comment  126:     "...the  lack  of  adequate  traffic  figures  results 
in  inadequate  description  of  the  impact  of  locating  most 
of  the  commercial  parking  in  a  garage  on  1  block  of  resi- 
dential area." 

Response  126:     See  Responses  3  and  6. 

Comment  127:     "Information  provided  is  insufficient  for  us  to 
determine  how  many  views  will  be  impacted  how  much." 

Response  127:     Refer  to  Responses  21,  22,  47,  48  and  83. 

Comment  128:     "The  elevations  do  not  show  the  latest  version 
of  the  plans." 

Response  128:     See  Response  109. 
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Comment  129:     "There  is  no  clear  statement  of  the  actual  height 
of  each  building  including  permitted  roof  appurtenance. 
This  information  should  be  updated  and  laid  out  so  readers 
of  the  report  can  understand  and  comment  on  the  visual 
impact.     Details  of  roof  treatment  and  lighting  plans 
should  be  included." 

Response  129;     For  information  on  building  heights,  including 
rooftop  mechanical  penthouses  and  appurtenances,  see 
Figure  34,  page  147  in  the  Draft  EIR.     See  Response  47 
showing  photogrammetr ic  illustrations  of  the  visual  impact 
of  the  project  from  various  residential  locations  on  the 
Greenwich  Steps  and  Napier  Lane. 

Refer  to  Responses  22,  48,  54  and  60  regarding  mechanical 
penthouses,  and  to  Responses  84,  255  and  256  regarding 
project  lighting. 

Comment  130:     "Conflicts  with  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Plan  for 

the  Northeast  Waterfront:  While  the  report  recites  policies 
of  these  plans,  it  does  not  seem  to  disclose  major  conflicts 
between  this  proposed  development  and  those  policies." 

Response  130:     The  Relationship  to  Plans  section,  pages  37-40 

of  the  Draft  EIR,  contains  a  description  of  the  objectives 
and  policies  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Plan  and  Master 
Plan  applicable  to  the  proposed  project.     A  general  discus- 
sion of  the  relationship  of  the  project  to  these  objectives 
and  policies  appears  in  the  Land  Use  Impacts  section  of 
the  Draft  EIR  (see  pages  135-137).     Summarizing  the  dis- 
cussion, the  project  would: 

a)       Establish  a  mixture  of  retail,  office  and  residential 
activities,  thus  contributing  to  the  diversification 
of  land  uses  and  effecting  a  transition  between  the 
more  intensive  development  of  the  financial  district 
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and  that  of  waterfront/base  of  Telegraph  Hill  locations 
(Refer  to  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality  Impact 
sections,  ages  137-150.) 

b)  Result  in  the  intensification  of  land  use  activity 
in  an  area  which  is  now  predominantly  vacant,  or 

used  for  carparking.     Refer  to  land  use  setting  section 
(pages  67-71  of  the  Draft  EIR,and  Figure  29,  page  70) 
thus  contributing  to  the  economic  vitality  of  the 
area . 

c)  Create  additional  public  open  space  directly  adjacent 
to  the  Embarcadero,  increasing  pedestrian  accessibility 
to  the  waterfront.     The  proposed  closure  of  Filbert 
Street  and  its  use  as  open  space  would  link  the  area 

of  the  project  with  the  waterfront  area. 

d)  Provide  between  311-336  condominium  dwellings,  thereby 
developing  additional  housing  within  the  waterfront 
area.     However,  the  proposed  sales  prices  of  $79,500- 
$110,000  1-bedroom,  $99 , 500-$150 , 000  2-bedroom  and 
3-bedroom  if  any,  at  $195,000  are  above  the  HUD 
defined  limits  of  low  and  moderate  income^  housing. 


The  San  Francisco  Subdivision  Code  contains  a  definition 
of  "low"  and  "moderate"  income  categories  as  percentages  of  tht: 
Bay  Area  median  income,  established  by  reference  to  the  Departmen 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development   (HUD)   in  connection  with  the 
Section  8  Rent  Assistance  Program.     Figures  are  updated  annually. 
"Low"  income  households  have  incomes  of  up  to  80  percent  of  the 
Bay  Area  median;   "moderate"  income  households  have  incomes  of 
between  80  and  120  percent  of  the  Bay  Area  median.* 


Household  Dwelling           Annual  Income  Sales  Price** 

Size                Unit  Low           Moderate  Low  Moderate 

1  Studio  $10,750       $16,125  $26,875  $40,313 

2  1-Bedroom        12,300        18,450  30,750  46,125 

3  2-Bedroom        13,800        20,700  34,500  51,750 

4  3-Bedroom        15,350        23,025  38,375  57,563 


*    1977  median  income  figures. 

**  Established  at  2.5  times  HUD  defined  annual  income. 


74 


The  units  constructed  would  not  therefore  expand 
the  supply  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing. 

e)  Preserve  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  and  Cargo  West 
buildings,  thus  retaining  architecturally  interesting 
and  historically  significant  buildings.''" 

f)  Result  in  loss  of  parking  spaces  in  the  area,  and 

impede  traffic  flow  on  Sansome  Street  between  Lombard 

and  Embarcadero  and  on  Battery  between  Union  and 
2 

Broadway.      Various  mitigation  measures  are  proposed. 
Refer  to  pages  183-191  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

With  the  exception  of  the  supply  of  low  and  moderate  income 
housing,  the  proposed  project  appears  generally  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Master  Plan  and  Northeast  Water- 
front Plan. 

Comment  131;     "Alternatives  should  include  options  other  than 
no  development  and  maximum  development  such  as  1)  gradual 
development,  2)   separate  development  of  individual  parcels, 

3)  a  smaller  scale  PUD  such  as  Golden  Gateway  III,  and 

4)  location  of  commercially  required  parking  in  the  com- 
mercial portion  of  the  development." 

Response  131;     The  Draft  EIR  lists  the  major  alternatives 

for  the  project.     It  is  never  possible  to  cover  all  con- 
ceivable alternatives  in  an  EIR.     The  alternative  of  gradual 
development  would  spread  construction  impacts  over  a  longer 
period  of  time,  would  delay  attainment  of  maximum  traffic 
impacts,  would  decrease  City  tax  revenues,  would  delay 


1  Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan:     adopted  19  January,  1978. 
See  also  page  39  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

2Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan:     adopted  19  January,  1978. 
See  also  pages  99-100  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
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construction  employment,  would  likely  preclude  the  public 
open  space  and  would  increase  the  sponsor's  development 
costs  as  a  result  of  inflation  and  loss  of  construction 
flexibility  and  economy  of  scale.     Note  that,  as  indicated 
on  page  16,  the  project  is  scheduled  to  be  constructed 
in  two  phases. 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,   letter  from  Anne  Halsted,  20  November 
1978   (rec'd)   22  November  1978) 

Comment  132:     "Why  does  this  description  omit  any  reference 

to  Telegraph  Hill  and  Waterfront  both  of  which  are  immedi- 
ately adjacent  to  project  and  prime  environmental  factors?" 

Response  132:     See  sentence  1,  page  1  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  133:     "Why  are  office  space  and  parking  within  BJW's 
intentions  and  housing  and  related  commercial  facilities 
not?    Which  one  justifies  the  other?" 

Response  133:     Levi  Strauss  does  not  require  housing.  The 

sponsor's  reasons  for  the  mixed  use  development  are  stated 
in  paragraph  3,  page  1;  and  Section  B:     Objective  of  Sponsor, 
pages  9  and  12. 

Comment  134:     "Since  the  Summary  is  extended  to  include  a 

block  by  block  description,  why  are  actual  building  heights 
including  rooftop  appurtenances  not  given  as  well  as  numbers 
of  people  to  be  employed  or  housed  in  each  facility? 

"Why  does  the  Summary  not  include  a  description  of  the 
existing  physical,  social,  and  aesthetic  environment? 
While  we  don't  expect  the  detailed  exploration  of  these 
factors  that  follows,  three  or  four  paragraphs  devoted 
to  this  subject  should  be  includes  in  the  summary." 

Response  134:     This  is  a  summary  which,  by  definition,  cannot 
include  all  of  what  has  been  summarized.     This  summary 
is  longer  than  that  usually  found  in  a  Draft  EIR. 
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Comment  135;     "Why  does  EIR  only  discuss  earthquakes?  We 

feel  pile  driving  and  excavation  during  construction  also 
present  significant  hazards  as  well  as  anticipated  problems 
from  disturbance  of  the  subsurface  drainage  for  Telegraph 
Hill  which  is  closely  related  to  recent  landslide  problems." 

Response  135:     For  a  discussion  of  pile  driving  impacts,  see 
Response  116. 

To  minimize  impacts  resulting  from  excavations  within 
the  shallow  groundwater  table  on  parcel  G,  lateral  drains 
would  be  installed  around  the  basement  structure.  Pumps 
would  transport  the  collected  water  to  the  combined  storm 
and  wastewater  sewerage  system.     The  ponding  that  is  now 
observed  on  parcel  G  would  thus  be  eliminated  by  imple- 
mentation of  the  proposed  project. 

For  a  discussion  of  landslide  hazards,  see  Response  101. 

Comment  136:     "In  identifying  the  problem  of  wind  speed,  why 
are  the  hours  of  the  day  that  discomfort  is  likely  to 
occur  not  included?" 

Response  136:     Breaking  down  wind  conditions  by  speed,  direction, 
time  of  day,  and  so  forth,  becomes  a  complex  theoretical 
probability  exercise,  with  relatively  little  predictive 
value . 

Comment  137:     "Why  does  the  summary  not  also  discuss  further 
deterioration  of  air  quality  due  to  additional  traffic 
and  additional  stalled  traffic  during  commute  hours  as 
well  as  additional  diesel  buses?" 

Response  137:     See  Response  134. 

Comment  138:     "'Some'  disruption  due  to  noise  is  unrealistic. 
Why  is  noise  during  construction  not  identified  as  signi- 
ficant and  sure  to  cause  discomfort  for  the  area's  present 
residents,  many  of  whom  are  home  during  normal  construction 
hours?" 
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Response  138;     It  is  against  City  Policy  to  label  an  impact 

"significant"  in  an  EIR  because  this  involves  a  subjective 
judgment  as  to  what  is  significant.     The  EIR  attempts 
to  give  the  reader  information  on  the  basis  of  which  each 
reader  can  make  an  independent  decision  as  to  significance 

Comment  139;     "Why  are  traffic  noise,  buses,  ventilation 

equipment  not  also  noted  as  definite  sources  of  increased 
noise  level  after  the  project  is  completed?" 

Response  139;     Traffic  noise  is  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR 
on  pages  129  through  131.     Ventilation  equipment  would 
be  a  portion  of  the  mechanical  equipment  noise  impacts 
covered  on  page  131. 

Comment  140;     "The  term  'lower  elevation1  should  be  modified 

to  include  residences  at  varying  elevations.     Ninety  feet 
would  constitute  the  midpoint  on  the  slope  extending  up 
to  Montgomery  Street,  and  some  of  the  buildings  would 
extend  higher  than  120  feet.     The  elevation  of  Napier 
Lane  is  90  feet. " 

Response  140;     Refer  to  Response  47. 

Comment  141;     "Why  does  the  discussion  of  visual  quality 

not  also  include  impact  of  shadows  for  hi-rise  buildings, 
the  impact  of  illuminated  signs  and  night  lighting,  and 
the  aesthetic  impact  of  such  a  broad  expanse  of  roofs 
on  the  views  of  those  whose  homes  overlook  them?" 

Response  141;     Shadow  diagrams  of  Block  F  have  been  added 
at  page  125.     All  signs  would  have  to  conform  to 
Article  6  of  the  City  Planning  Code.     Night  lighting  is 
discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR,  pages  141  and  178-9.  The 
progressively  set  back  roof  structure  of  some  of  the  build 
ings  would  mitigate  the  expanse  of  roofs  by  breaking  it 
up  into  separate  planes. 
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Block  F  Shadows  at  9  A.M.  for 
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Figure  No.S-1 
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Block  F  Shadows  at  12  Noon  for 
various  times  of  the  year. 
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PROJECTED  SHADOW:  3  PM. 
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Block  F  Shadows  at  3  P.M.  for 
various  times  of  the  year. 
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Figure  No.S-3 
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Comment  142;     "Negativeness  regarding  the  Pioneer  Warehouse 

Wall  pervades  this  entire  document.     The  developer  agreed 
to  move  a  significant  portion  of  the  Wall  intact,  not 
dismantle  and  rebuild.     All  references  to  the  Wall  should 
be  rewritten  to  reflect  this." 

Responses  142:     The  technique  for  moving  the  wall  has  not 

been  resolved;   if  possible,  the  wall  would  not  be  dismantled; 
it  would  be  moved  intact.     If  it  must  be  dismantled,  it 
would  be  done  under  the  supervision  of  a  qualified  expert 
in  architectural  masonry  reconstruction. 

Comment  143:     "The  insensitive  treatment  of  Cargo  West  with 
the  walls  extending  so  high  above  and  over  the  building 
certainly  constitute  a  significant  impact  on  its  setting. 
Why  is  this  not  mentioned  in  the  Summary?" 

Response  143:     The  southwest  corner  of  the  "A"  Block  Building, 
with  its  use  of  brick  exterior  cantilevered  walls  and 
notched  setbacks,  is  designed  to  integrate  the  Cargo  West 
Building  with  the  larger  "A"  Block  Building. 

See  Response  134  for  comments  on  the  purpose  of  a  Summary. 

Comment  144:     "Why  is  the  number  of  historical  structures 

being  destroyed  by  the  developer  not  also  noted  at  this 
point?" 

Response  144:     The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
working  with  the  project  sponsor,  determined  that  the 
Italian  Swiss  Colony  and  Cargo  West  buildings  together 
with  the  remaining  section  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  Wall 
are  the  most  historically  important  buildings  in  the 
project  area.     These  structures  are  to  be  renovated  and 
preserved.     Since  the  remaining  buildings  have  been  judged 
as  being  less  historically  significant,  they  were  not 
included  in  the  Draft  EIR  Summary. 

For  details  on  these  structures,  refer  to  pages  67  and  71 
of  the  Draft  EIR. 
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Comment  145;     "Why  do  increases  in  traffic  flow  not  include 
%  of  increase?" 

Response  145;     Table  9,  page  107,  of  the  Draft  EIR  gives  the 
percentage  of  traffic  increase. 

Comment  146;     "Why  do  impacts  not  include  the  affect  (sic) 

on  Telegraph  Hill  resident  parking,  particularly  at  night 
when  the  existing  on-street  parking  up-hill  is  inadequate? 
Loss  cf  on-street  parking,  plus  controls  on  that  which 
remains,  will  dramatically  alter  current  parking  patterns 
for  both  residents  and  the  area's  daytime  workers." 

Response  146;     See  Response  38. 

Comment  147;     "The  effect  of  project  on  city's  population 

and  growth  is  improperly  included  under  transportation 
or  even  under  impact/mitigation  measures.     If  this  is  to 
be  included  in  Summary,   it  should  be  under   'Growth  Inducing 
Impacts'  and  state  that  more  jobs  will  be  available  to 
Bay  Area  residents  rather  than  just  San  Franciscans." 

Response  147;     Growth-inducing  impacts,  as  impacts  belong 
in  the  impacts  section.     The  heading,  Growth  Inducing 
Impacts,  was  omitted  from  the  Summary  by  error  which  will 
be  corrected  in  the  Final  EIR.     The  statement  on  page  8 
does  not  say  that  no  jobs  will  be  provided  to  San  Franciscans 
but  that  any  growth-inducing  effect  in  San  Francisco  would 
be  due  to  increases  in  San  Francisco  jobs  and  dwelling 
units. 

Comment  148;     "Why  does  this  not  also  include  location  within 
the  community  with  particular  emphasis  on  Telegraph  Hill 
and  the  Waterfront  as  there  are  prime  environmental  factors 
to  be  considered?    Map  should  be  added  to  show  location 
within  northeast  portion  of  San  Francisco  as  this  area 
will  be  impacted  by  project,  not  just  the  portion  of  the 
City  shown  in  Figure  No.  2  on  page  11." 
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Response  148;     Location  information  is  given  in  the  Environ- 
mental Setting  Chapter,  pages  44-94  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
In  addition  to  the  Regional  Location  Map,  page  10,  the 
northeastern  portion  of  San  Francisco  is  shown  on  Figure  26a, 
page  50. 

Comment  149:     "Why  is  there  no  map  showing: 

a)  Location  of  still-operating  schools? 

b)  Location  of  nearby  shopping  facilities  and  services? 

c)  Location  of  nearby  recreation  facilities — active 
recreation,  not  just  passive? 

d)  Existing  traffic  patterns  scaled  to  show  intensity 
of  use?"* 

Response  149:     Inclusion  of  an  excess  number  of  figures  makes 
it  difficult  for  the  reader  to  follow  the  continuity  of 
the  text.     As  San  Francisco's  school  population  is  decreasing, 
school  facilities  are  not  a  project  constraint.     See  also 
Response  123. 

Comment  150:     "Why  are  offices  and  parking  for  Levi  Strauss 
the  developer's  prime  purpose,  and  housing  and  related 
commercial  facilities  simply  a  profit  motivated  addendum. 
This  statement  pin-points  a  major  shortcoming  of  the  entire 
project  as  well  as  the  EIR.     These  features  of  the  project 
all  are  related  and  interact  with  one  another  socially 
as  well  as  physically.     To  isolate  them  solely  to  concen- 
trate on  the  needs  of  one  tenant  is  a  disservice  to  all 
including  the  neighboring  community.     Therefore,   in  order 
to  satisfy  standard  EIR  procedures,  we  ask  that  the  purpose 
be  revised  to  include  the  communities 1  need  for  a  develop- 
ment of  this  form  (not  just  Levi  Strauss)   and  how  it  will 
answer  this  need." 


84 


Response  150;     San  Francisco  administrative  requirements  for 

EIRs  specifically  require  a  discussion  of  project  sponsor's 
objectives.     As  indicated  on  page  136  of  the  Draft  EIR, 
"The  condominiums  would  be  in  conformity  with  Master  Plan 
Policy  to  encourage  residential  uses  at  the  base  of  Tele- 
graph Hill."     This  policy  was  arrived  at  through  a  process 
involving  public  input.     The  City's  powers  to  control 
the  nature  of  proposed  development  are  limited  legally. 

Comment  151;     "Why  are  not  building  heights  also  given  in 
feet,  both  with  and  without  rooftop  appurtenances?" 

Response  151;     Building  heights  in  feet  are  given  on  Figure  37, 
page  147  of  the  Draft  EIR.     See  also  Response  47. 

Comment  152;     "Data  relating  to  Block  F  is  inaccurate  due 

to  substantial  revisions.     Thus  site  plan,  floor  plans 
and  elevations  must  all  be  replaced   (Figs.  3,  15,  16, 
17,  18,  37  and  38)   as  well  as  revising  paragraphs  dealing 
with  Block  F. " 

Response  152;     See  Responses  39,  105,  107,  109  and  118. 

Comment  153;     "Why  does  this  not  include  where  project  is 

presently  in  planning  stage,  what  permit  procedures  and 
approvals  have  to  be  obtained  prior  to  start  of  demoli- 
tion as  well  as  construction. 

What  variances,  street  vacancies,  etc.  are  required?" 

Response  153;     A  section  summarizing  the  project  approval 

process  has  been  added  to  Section  I,  Project  Description, 
on  page  16.     See  also  Response  68. 

Comment  154;     "Why  are  costs  not  broken  down  to  show  cost 
of  each  individual  building  as  well  as  land  purchase, 
parking  structure  on  Block  F   (separate  from  condos  above) , 
and  landscaping?    Since  cost  is  often  cited  as  a  control- 
ling factor  in  mitigation  measures,  adequate  financial 
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information  should  be  included  in  the  report  to  justify 
such  statements." 

Response  154:     For  details  on  cost  of  Block  F  parking  podium, 

landscaping  and  other  project  cost  elements,   see  Table  15, 
page  158,  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  15  5:     "Why  have  only  portions  of  N.E.  Waterfront 

Plan  been  included?     Biased  selection  has  omitted  pertinent 
objectives  and  policies.     For  example,  under  Residential, 
Policy  1  has  been  omitted  which  asks  that  existing  resi- 
dential uses  be  strengthened,  preserved  and  protected." 

Response  155:     No  residential  buildings  would  be  demolished. 

For  information  on  land  usage  for  project  and  surrounding 
area,  see  Figure  29,  page  70,  of  the  Draft  EIR.     On  cur- 
rently vacant  Blocks  F  and  G,  approximately  350  residential 
units  are  to  be  added. 

Comment  156:     "Key  policies  are  also  omitted  under  Transpor- 
tation Urban  design,  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill  Area  (particu- 
larly Policy  5  under  Objective  3  and  all  of  Objective  4 
and  related  policies)." 

Response  156:     In  compliance  with  Policy  5,  Objective  3,  it 

is  proposed  that  the  parking  to  be  permitted  for  the  Levi 
Plaza  project  be  strictly  limited.     Implementation  of 
Objective  4,   "To  develop  a  balanced  transportation  system 
which  accommodates  regional  and  local  movement  while 
causing  minimum  adverse  impact  to  the  environment,"  is 
not  within  the  project  sponsor's  power.     City  implementa- 
tion of  this  Objective  is  limited  by  availability  of  funds. 

See  also  Draft  EIR,  pages  99-100. 

Comment  157:     "Why  have  applicable  sections  of  the  Urban  Design 
Element  of  the  City  Master  Plan  not  been  included?  Why 
have  the  project  guidelines  set  forth  by  the  San  Francisco 
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Planning  Staff  in  the  letter  addressed  to  Gerson  Bakar 
on  January  4,  1978,  and  signed  by  Rai  Okamoto,  Director 
of  City  Planning,  not  been  included  anywhere  in  this  EIR?" 

Response  157;     Policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  applicable 
to  the  project  were  not  specifically  mentioned  in  the 
Draft  EIR  because  they  were  the  basis  for  the  Design  Guide- 
lines supplied  to  the  project  sponsor  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

Additional  information  has  been  added  to  the  main  text 
at  page  42  and  to  the  Impacts  Chapter  at  the  bottom  of 
page  137. 

See  also  Response  130  and  refer  to  Guidelines  for  Develop- 
ment, page  40. 

The  proposed  project  is  generally  consistent  with  urban 
design  objectives.     (See  Section  II,  Relationship  to  Plans 
and  the  discussions  on  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality, 
pages  137-150.) 

Comment  158;     "Why  are  outdated  portions  of  this  section  left 

in?    The  R-4  zoning  is  no  longer  in  effect  and  only  serves 
to  confuse  the  issue.     Since  city-wide  rezoning  was  known 
to  the  developer,  and  the  lesser  zoning  density  was  in 
effect  all  through  the  period  the  EIR  was  being  prepared, 
there  is  no  justification  for  discussing  the  outdated 
R-4  area  adjacent  to  the  project." 

Response  158;     As  noted  on  page  41  of  the  Draft  EIR,  the  resi- 
dential rezoning  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code 
did  not  take  effect  until  6  November  1978.     Until  that 
time,  the  existing  zoning  retained  its  legal  status  and 
the  provisions  of  both  existing  and  proposed  zoning  dis- 
tricts had  to  be  considered.     Current  zoning  designations 
are  indicated  in  Figure  2,  page  11  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  159 ;     "...the  N.E.  Waterfront  Plan  clearly  opposes 
commuter  parking." 
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Response  159:     Transportation  policies  of  the  Plan  for  the 

Northeastern  Waterfront  are  referenced  in  Transportation 
impacts,  page  99  and  100  of  the  Draft  EIR.     It  is  noted 
that  "the  proposed  long-term  parking  spaces  for  project 
employees  conflict  with  this  policy."     It  is  also  noted 
that  the  proposed  parking  supply  would  be  713  spaces  short 
of  the  parking  requirement  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Code   (page  113  of  the  Draft  EIR) . 

Comment  160:     "How  does  code  define  transitional  use  for 

Block  F?    What  does  present  code  permit  for  residential 
density  on  Block  F?" 

Response  160:     Page  41,  which  referred  to  "transitional  use", 
has  been  revised. 

Comment  161:     "Doesn't  code  state  that  the  zoning  for  Block  F 
is  R-H3?" 

Response  161:     No,  Block  F,  bounded  by  Greenwich,  Sansome, 

Lombard  and  Montgomery,  is  included  in  the  C-2  (Community 

Business)  district   (City  Planning  Code,  Zoning  Map  of 

the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as  amended  June  1978) . 

Comment  162:     "Does  code  define  residential  zoning  for  Block  6 
as  RM  2  with  conditional  use  approval   (A,  B,  E  and  F) ? 
Doesn't  code  designate  R-H3  with  conditional  use  approval 
for  Blocks  A,  B,  E  and  F? 

"How  does  density  of  blocks  F  and  G  meet  these  requirements?" 

Response  162:     The  project  area,   including  block  G,   is  zoned 
C-2   (Community  Business)  district.     The  Northern  Water- 
front Special  District  3  overlies  this  zone  and  imposes 
a  requirement,  because  the  site  is  larger  than  three  acres, 
for  Conditional  Use  approval  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development. 
Refer  to  pages  40  and  41  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Conditional  Use  approval  would  not  alter  the  C-2  zoning 
designation  of  the  site.     However,  the  closest  adjacent 
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residential  district   (to  blocks  F  and  G,  RC-4)  does  in- 
fluence the  density  of  dwelling  units  allowable  within 
a  C-2  district. 

The  number  of  condominium  dwellings  proposed  for  blocks  F 
and  G  meets  the  density  provisions  of  the  RC-4  zone. 

Comment  163;     "Why  does  Topography  map  on  page  45  (Figure 
No.  24)  not  include  unpaved  portions  of  Greenwich  and 
Filbert  Streets  as  well  as  Darrell  Place  and  Napier  Lane? 
Since  building  heights  in  relation  to  the  elevation  of 
residences  on  Telegraph  Hill  is  a  critical  element  in 
evaluating  this  project,  the  omission  of  this  information 
is  significant." 

Response  163:     Detail  was  omitted  from  this  base  map,  which 

was  used  for  several  figures,   in  order  to  eliminate  con- 
fusion from  too  many  lines  on  the  figures.     Darrell  and 
Napier  are  indicated  on  Figure  2,  Draft  EIR,  page  11. 
This  area  is  shown  on  Figure  3,  which  has  contour  lines 
on  it,  less  heavily  than  on  Figure  24. 

Comment  164:     "Given  the  proven  instability  of  the  hillsides 
overlooking  the  project  site,  and  the  costly  property 
loss  that  could  occur   (and  has  occurred  above  Block  G) , 
why  is  there  no  detailed  soil  survey  concentrating  on 
this  particular  site  and  its  surrounding  area  included 
in  this  EIR?     If  the  Dames  and  Moore  report  is  not  yet 
completed  and  the  developer  is  not  willing  to  await  its 
completion  before  requesting  certification  of  the  EIR, 
then  the  developer  should  be  required  to  hire  an  appro- 
priate engineering  firm  to  do  a  thorough  soils  survey 
for  a  project  of  this  scale,  and  this  survey  should  be 
included  in  the  EIR.     Otherwise,  the  hillside  residents 
are  not  adequately  protected  in  terms  of  liability  should 
slippage  occur  due  to  construction." 
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Response  164;     The  developer  has  engaged  Dames  and  Moore  to 

evaluate  the  site;  see  Responses  101  and  135.     The  highly 
technical  nature  of  a  "thorough  soils  survey"  is  inappro- 
priate for  inclusion  in  an  EIR  for  a  nonengineer ing 
audience.     The  developer's  legal  liability  does  not  depend 
on  EIR  content. 

Comment  165:     "Why  is  no  reference  made  to  the  effect  a  severe 
earthquake  might  have  on  the  unstable  slopes  of  Telegraph 
Hill?     In  the  event  of  another  major  quake  such  as  occurred 
in  1906,  is  there  a  possibility  that  portions  of  shale 
would  loosen  and  come  tumbling  down?    The  EIR  describes 
the  effect  of  such  a  quake  on  buildings,  but  not  on  the 
geology  which  should  include  the  filled  areas  below  as 
well  as  the  slopes  above." 

Response  165:     See  the  Geology  section   (Chapter  IV,  Section  A) 
on  page  96,  paragraph  2,  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  166:     "Since  the  report  clearly  identifies  problems 
in  relation  to  ponding  and  a  water  level  close  to  the 
surface  in  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  Telegraph  Hill, 
why  are  no  engineering  studies  included  to  determine  the 
effect  of  development  on  runoff?    Since  the  Geology  por- 
tion of  this  chapter  points  out  blockage  of  Telegraph 
Hill's  natural  drainage  system  contributes  to  the  instabi- 
lity of  its  slopes   (page  46) ,  such  studies  take  on  signi- 
ficant importance." 

Response  166:     See  Response  101. 

Comment  167:     "How  will  the  huge  new  buildings  involved  in 

this  project  effect   (sic)  winds  and  temperatures  on  site? 
Will  there  be  any  updraft  affecting  the  residences  above? 
Page  4  of  the  EIR  points  out  that  discomfort  from  wind 
would  occur  in  Block  D  up  to  20%  of  the  time.     How  would 
the  other  blocks  be  affected  by  wind?" 
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ponse  167;     The  project  includes  a  number  of  moderately- 
high  structures  interspersed  with  open  space.  Severe 
wind  problems  in  San  Francisco  are  associated  with  much 
larger,  relatively  freestanding  slab  high-rises  oriented 
with  the  wide  face  into  the  prevailing  wind   (e.g.,  the 
Federal  Building) . 

None  of  the  project  buildings  would  be  so  much  taller 
than  surrounding  buildings  that  they  would  affect  air 
flow,  and  building  orientation  would  be  such  that  none 
of  the  buildings  would  face  directly  into  the  prevailing 
northwest  wind.     The  project  impact  would  be  an  increase 
in  shelter  from  the  wind.     Some  areas  of  local  wind 
increases  may  occur  near  the  corners  of  buildings. 

Project  buildings  would  affect  temperatures  on-site  through 
heat  released  from  cooling  towers  at  rooftop  level  and 
changes  in  sun/shade  patterns.     These  subtle  changes  in 
the  energy  balance  would  not  have  a  measurable  effect 
on  temperatures. 

Updrafts  near  buildings  normally  occur  along  the  down- 
wind face  of  the  structure,  with  down-drafts  occurring 
along  the  upwind  face.     These  effects  are  very  localized 
(within  50  feet  of  the  building)   and  would  not  affect 
nearby  residences. 

As  pointed  out  on  page  125  of  the  Draft  EIR,  block  D  would 
have  the  least  shelter,  highest  winds  and  highest  fre- 
quency of  discomfort.     Elsewhere  within  the  project  site, 
shelter  would  be  greater  and  discomfort  less  frequent. 

The  exact  frequency  of  discomfort  is  not  known  and  would 
vary  across  the  site.     It  would  be  lowest  downwind  of 
buildings  and  highest  near  the  corners  of  buildings. 
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Comment  168;     "Why  are  no  statistics  given  regarding  air 

quality  in  the  project  area?    What  does  the  air  quality 
donwind  of  San  Francisco  have  to  do  with  this  project? 
How  many  days  per  year  are  present  pollutant  standards 
exceeded  at  the  site?    The  fact  that  the  entire  Bay  Area 
has  poor  air  quality  during  certain  periods  of  the  year 
does  not  absolve  the  developer  of  responsibility  for  identi- 
fying air  quality  problems  on  his  site  and  determining 
whether  development  will  accelerate  air  quality  deter- 
ioration. " 

Response  168:     There  are  only  two  air  sampling  sites  in  San 
Francisco.     Persons  who  feel  that  additional  monitoring 
would  be  desirable  should  communicate  with  the  Bay  Area 
Air  Quality  Maintenance  District.     San  Francisco's  relatively 
clear  air  has  not  justified  additional  monitoring  sites 
up  to  this  time;  any  monitoring  expansion  tends  to  be 
in  the  areas  with  worst  air  quality  where  the  potential 
impacts  are  greatest.     Commuters  to  San  Francisco  affect 
air  quality  downwind  from  San  Francisco.     Potential  air 
quality  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  are  discussed 
on  pages  118-123  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  169:     "San  Francisco  is  located  in  an  Air  Quality 

Maintenance  Area.     How  does  this  project  affect  the  program 
currently  underway  to  attain  and  maintain  compliance  with 
national  standards  in  the  future?    1,200  additional  parking 
spaces  plus  continually  increasing  use  of  Battery  and 
Sansome  by  commuters  from  all  over  the  downtown  area  do 
significantly  affect  present  and  future  air  quality." 

Response  169:     For  effect  on  meeting  national  air  quality 
standards,  see  the  Draft  EIR,  pages  119-120. 

Comment  170:     "Why  is  no  reference  made  to  the  extensive  land- 
scaping on  Telegraph  Hill,  particularly  that  on  the  Filbert 
and  Greenwich  steps?    These  public  right-of-ways  have 
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been  beautifully  cared  for  by  the  residents,  entirely 
at  their  own  expense,  for  all  the  people  who  visit  the 
project  area  as  well  as  the  Hill  to  enjoy.     The  inclusion 
of  the  landscaping  at  Telegraph  Landing  in  the  EIR  makes 
the  omission  of  that  on  the  Hill  suspect." 

Response  170:     The  landscaping  proposed  is  part  of  the  project 
under  evaluation.     Existing  landscaping  is  part  of  the 
project  setting  which  the  law  requires  to  be  minimuzed 
in  an  EIR.     See  also  Response  59. 

Comment  171:     "The  PUC  has  refused  to  budget  increases  in 
public  transit. 

Response  171;     The  PUC  cannot  budget  transit  service  increases 
which  it  cannot  pay  for.     See  also  Responses  29  and  30. 

Co.nment  172:     "Why  is  that   (sic)   fact  that  many  people  walk 
from  home  to  work  omitted?" 

Response  172:     See  the  Draft  EIR,  pages  117-118. 

Comment  173:     "Why  is  it  not  noted  that  the  Belt  Line  tracks 
also  actively  serve  some  businesses  inland  including  the 
Walters  Warehouse  at  Union  and  Filbert,  access  to  which 
would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project?" 

Response  173:     Item  11,  Rail  Spur  Tracks,  has  been  added  to 
page  118  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  174:     "Why  was  a  site  on  the  Filbert  Steps  not  also 

included  in  the  noise  survey?  Residents  there  are  frequently 
disturbed  by  existing  noise  levels." 

Response  174:     See  Appendix  A  of  the  Draft  EIR,  Site  Noise 
Exposure  Survey,  page  217. 

Comment  175:     "Why  was  an  approximation  of  a  twenty-four  hour 

measurement  included  based  on  only  three  15  minute  samples?" 
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Response  175;     The  purpose  of  estimating  the  Ldn  was  to  evaluate 
the  worst-case  noise  exposure  at  each  site  in  order  to 
determine  the  compatibility  of  the  proposed  land  uses 
with  the  noise  environment.     Because  traffic  volumes  in 
urban  areas  vary  in  a  predictable  manner,  it  is  possible 
to  choose  the  most  noise  sensitive  hours  in  order  to  estimate 
a  worst-case  Ldn.     Typically,  these  hours  occur  during 
the  midday,  during  the  evening  rush  hour,  and  during  the 
hour  from  6-7  a.m.     The  hour  between  6:00  and  7:00  in 
the  morning  is  critical  because  it  is  the  hour  in  which 
traffic  volumes  begin  to  pick  up  and,  also,  it  is  an  hour 
which  is  still  included  as  a  nighttime  hour  in  the  defini- 
tion of  Ldn.     By  using  these  three  measurements  the  worst- 
case  noise  exposure  for  each  site  can  be  estimated. 

Comment  176:     "Why  is  no  mention  made  of  land  use  prior  to 

demolition  by  present  owner?    The  relevant  prior  character 

of  this  area  can  only  be  established  through  reference 

to  its  use  before  destruction  of  prior  buildings  as  its 

present  condition  is  the  direct  result  of  the  actions 

of  some  of  the  present  developers  and  Travelers  Insurance 

Co.     The  tenants  were  evicted  and  buildings  demolished 

to  facilitate  past  developments  that  did  not  reach  completion. 

"Why  in  citing  vacant  buildings  is  no  mention  made  of  the 
fact  that  these  buildings  had  viable  tenants  until  their 
leases  were  terminated?    The  buildings  are  made  to  appear 
derelict  when  in  fact  their  occupants  were  forced  to  leave." 

Response  176:     See  Response  123. 

Comment  177:     "Why  does  Figure  No.  29  not  include  area  land 
use  as  well  as  project  land  use?" 

Response  177:  Figure  29  depicts  land  use  on  seven  full  or 
partial  blocks  that  border  the  perimeter  of  the  seven 
block  project. 
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The  Telegraph  Hill  area  is  not  depicted  in  the  DEIR;  this 
is  in  part  because  it  is  generally  known  to  be  essentially 
residential  in  character.     The  area  is  separated  from 
the  project  by  cliffs  between  the  residences  and  the  pro- 
posed project. 

Comment  178;  "Why  in  citing  the  residences  on  the  Filbert 
and  Greenwich  Steps  are  those  on  Napier  Lane,  Darrell 
Place,  Alta  Street,  and  upper  Lombard  and  Kearney  not 
also  included?  Why  is  the  character  and  scale  of  the 
affected  areas  of  Telegraph  Hill  not  also  included? 

"Why  is  the  active  use  of  the  Walters  Warehouse  at  the 
corner  of  Filbert  and  Union,  as  well  as  its  continuing 
use  of  its  railroad  spur,  not  noted?" 

Response  178:     The  higher  residences  on  Darrell  Place,  Alta 

Street,  and  Upper  Lombard  were  not  included  because,  due 
to  their  height,  their  views  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  project.     Refer  to  Response  47  for  photogrammetr ic 
illustrations  of  the  impact  on  views  from  Napier  Lane, 
and  points  along  the  Greenwhich  Steps. 

Comment  179:     "Why  is  the  scale  and  character  of  the  final 
phase  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment  Project  not 
included?    This  is  important  as  Levi's  Plaza  is  a  substan- 
tial increase  in  scale  while  current  City  and  Port  plans 
call  for  a  decrease." 

Response  179:     Details  on  Golden  Gateway  were  not  included 
as  it  is  6  blocks  distant  from  the  project,  and  there- 
fore, not  directly  related. 

The  Levi's  Plaza  project  would  conform  to  existing  San 
Francisco  height  restrictions  and  has  a  different  setting 
from  Golden  Gateway  because  it  is  up  against  the  foot 
of  Telegraph  Hill. 
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Comment  180;     "Why  is  the  Maritime  Parkway  included  in  EIR? 

The  developer  plans  on  purchasing  some  of  the  land  allotted 
to  this  long-ago  discontinued  project  for  inclusion  in 
his  park." 

Response  180;     The  sponsor  plans  to  seek  a  lease  from  the 

Port  of  San  Francisco  for  including  Seawall  Lots  319  & 
320  in  the  project  park  area.     See  Figure  3,  page  17. 
The  sponsor  does  not  plan  to  seek  to  include  portions 
of  the  proposed  Maritime  Parkway  in  the  project  open  space. 
A  revised  version  of  the  Maritime  Parkway,  called  the 
Embarcadero  Roadway,  is  under  cooperative  design  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Port,  and  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

Comment  181;     "Why  is  no  mention  made  of  the  aesthetic  quality 
of  the  architecture  utilized  in  converting  warehouses 
to  offices  and  restaurants.? 

"If  demolition  is  to  be  noted  here,  why  is  it  confined 
to  buildings  of  poor  structural  condition?    Many  buildings 
in  good  structural  condition  were  demolished,  particularly 
on  the  project  site. 

"In  describing  existing  buildings'  character,  why  is  roof 
treatment  and  extensive  use  of  skylights  not  also  included? 

"Why  is  ornamentation  noted  as  not  apparent?    There  is 
ornamentation. 

"Why  are  the  principal  objects  in  the  view  from  Telegraph 
Hill  limited  to  the  Bay  and  bridge?    This  should  be  ex- 
panded to  include  the  North  Bay,  East  Bay,  Treasure  Island, 
the  waterfront,  Telegraph  Landing,  the  project  site,  its 
remaining  buildings  and  those  surrounding  it,  particularly 
their  rooftops." 
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Response  181 t     This  EIR  was  long  enough  that  some  commentators 

missed  information  they  were  looking  for.     If  all  requested 
detail  had  been  included,  the  EIR  would  have  been  twice 
as  long  and  it  would  have  been  more  difficult  to  locate 
specific  items.     Note  that  the  length  to  start  with  exceeded 
the  new  Federal  standard   (43  FR,  29  November  1978)  for 
documents  covering  projects  often  more  than  an  order  of 
magnitude  larger  than  the  proposed  project,  by  33  percent. 
This  standard  has  been  developed  to  make  the  environmental 
review  process  more  effective.      Experience  has  shown 
that  long,  detailed  EIRs  and  EISs  tend  to  obscure  rather 
than  illuminate  environmental  issues. 

Comment  182;     "Why  is  the  population  of  the  adjacent  blocks 

of  Telegraph  Hill  not  included  along  with  that  of  Telegraph 
Landing?" 

Response  182;     The  population  of  Telegraph  Landing  was  included 
as  it  is  the  largest  residential  complex  located  within 
the  project  area.     The  remaining  dwelling  units  on  Tele- 
graph Hill  are  smaller,  more  numerous  and  dispersed,  making 
it  more  difficult  to  accurately  survey  them. 

Comment  182A;     "Page  98  -  How  deep  is  groundwater  level  on 
each  block  of  site?" 

Response  182A;     See  pages  97  and  98  for  details  on  known  ground- 
water depth  on  Block  A. 

Comment  183;     "Why  is  this  segment  of  the  EIR  not  expanded 

to  include  services  such  as  churches,  medical  facilities, 
neighborhood  services   (groceries,  drugstores,  cleaners, 
etc.),  parks,  recreation  facilities   (identifying  types), 
police  and  fire  services,  etc.?" 

Response  183;     See  Responses  123  and  181. 
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Comment  183A:     "On  p.  98,  Master  Plan  is  quoted  as  designating 
Battery  and  Sansome  for  free-flowing  traffic.     Paragraph  4 
of  p.  99  says  this  project  will  not  conflict.     How  can 
traffic  exit  from  Block  F  garage  without  conflicting  with 
free-flowing  traffic?    How  many  stop  signs/signals  will 
be  required  on  Sansome  and  Battery  for  safety  reasons?" 

Response  183A;     The  statement  on  page  98  of  the  Draft  EIR 

indicates  Battery  and  Sansome  are  designated  for  relatively 
free-flowing  conditions.     Traffic  would  leave  the  block  F 
garage  via  an  exit  at  the  Greenwich  stub.     Sansome  Street 
traffic  would  maintain  priority  over  traffic  exiting  the 
block  F  garage.     Preliminary  plans  include  a  traffic  signal 
at  Greenwich  and  Sansome,  possibly  interconnected  with 
other  signals.  A  pedestrian  crosswalk  signal  is  planned 
for  the  intersection  of  Battery  and  Filbert  Streets. 
Final  designs  for  the  garage  access  points  and  the  traffic 
control  devices  would  be  prepared  in  conjunction  with 
the  San  Francisco  Traffic  Engineer's  Office.  Installa- 
tion would  be  dependent  upon  placement  on  the  priority 
list  for  such  installation  and  the  availability  of  funds. 
The  City  could  require  the  project  sponsor  to  pay  for 
such  safety  devices  as  a  condition  of  project  approval. 

Comment  184;     "page  100.     Insert  number  of  long-term  spaces 
for  project  employees  which  conflict  with  policy." 

Response  184;     Twenty  long-term  spaces  have  been  planned 

for  Levi  employees.     No  spaces  have  been  specifically 
allocated  for  other,  future  tenants. 

Comment  185;     "p.  100-101,  Table  8  -  Do  travel  projections 

including  employees  of  other  tenants,  or  just  Levi  Strauss? 
(Scott  Shoaff  -  1982  ADT  estimates)" 

Response  185;    Mr.  Shoaff s  estimates  are  for  traffic  increases 
without  the  proposed  project. 
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Comment  186;     "p.  103  -  Do  the  figures  of  Table  8  include 

impact  of  all  EIR's   (sic)   accepted  for  downtown  and  north- 
ern waterfront  projects   (GGW,  Pier  39,  etc.)   in  past  2 
years?" 

Response  186;    As  stated  on  page  101,  Table  8  refers  only 

to  additional  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project. 
Known  and  unknown  projects  are  included  in  the  estimates 
on  page  103. 

Comment  187 ;     "p.  107  -  The  above  question  applies  here  as 
well." 

Response  187;  As  indicated  in  the  title  of  Table  9,  page  107, 
the  table  shows  traffic  due  to  the  proposed  project  only. 
See  also  Response  186. 

Comment  188;     "p.  110  -  What  would  impact  of  project  be  on 
Golden  Gate  Transit." 

Response  188;     See  Table  8,  page  102. 

Comment  189 ;     "p.  Ill  -  23  spaces  of  "A"  parking.     Has  any 
provision  been  made  for  relocating  these  23  spaces?" 

Response  189;     It  is  estimated  that  there  are  approximately 
12-15  legal  parking  spaces  at  the  dead  end  of  Greenwich 
Street.     The  remaining  8-11  cars  are  currently  parking — 
all  or  in  part — on  the  sponsor's  property.     Current  plans 
for  the  F  block  garage  exit  and  E  building  service  area 
would  remove  approximately  5  of  these  legal  spaces.  No 
provision  has  been  made  to  replace  them. 

Comment  190;     "p.  116  -  Has  Muni  determined  whether  addi- 
tional transit  required  could  be  provided?" 

Resopnse  190;     See  Responses  29  and  30. 
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Comment  191;     "p.  118  -  How  would  250  pedestrians  cross 

the  street  in  the  peak  hours  without  disturbing  vehicular 
traffic?    What  safety  provisions?" 

Response  191:     If  the  Sansome-Greenwich  intersection  is  signal- 
ized, pedestrians  would  be  directed  to  that  intersection 
to  cross  Sansome  on  the  south  side  of  Greenwich  during 
the  green  phase  of  the  Greenwich  traffic  movement.  If 
this  intersection  is  not  signalized,  a  pedestrian  cross- 
walk signal  would  be  provided  to  enable  pedestrians  to 
cross  Sansome  Street  at  Filbert  Street.     See  also  Response 
183A. 

Comment  192:     "Has  City  staff  discussed  possible  conversion 
with  project  sponsor?" 

Response  192:     See  Response  117. 

Comment  193:     "p.  119  -  Where  will  the  exhaust  for  the  garage 
on  block  F  be  located?    What  impact  will  that  have 
on  CO  on  Greenwich  St.  and  Telegraph  Landing?" 

Response  193:     See  Response  112. 

Comment  194:     "Could  a  sick  person  rest  during  day  with  60 
dBA? 

In  this  section,  analyses  are  done  based  on  nearest  homes. 
Experience  is  that  sound  is  interrupted  by  masses,  and 
impact  may  be  more  interrupted  on  flat  land  as  result. 
Impact  may  be  greater  farther  up  the  hill  where  there 
is  less  interruption.     Has  impact  at  top  of  hill  been 
analyzed?" 

Response  194:     For  information  on  noise  levels,  refer  to  pages 
126-135  of  the  Draft  EIR.     The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  mini- 
mize construction  noise  by  undertaking  mitigation  procedure 
See  also  Response  86.     A  sick  person  could  be  disturbed 
by  60  dBA;   60  dBA  is  the  noise  level  of  normal  speech 
at  a  distance  of  3  feet. 
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Comment  195;     "Why  can't  rooftop  landscaping  be  provided  on 
top  of  buildings  as  was  done  at  Telegraph  Landing?" 

Response  195:     The  visual  appearance  of  building  rooftops 

would  be  mitigated  by  the  use  of  naturally  colored  rock 
aggregate  and  plantings  on  the  building  terraces  that 
step  down  from  the  roofline  to  the  plaza  level   (see  Figures  3 
and  4,  pp.  17-18  of  the  Draft  EIR) .     See  page  142,  para- 
graph 3,  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  a  discussion  of  rooftop 
landscaping  proposed  for  Block  F. 

Comment  196:     "footnote  1  -  Are  there  homes  on  Telegraph  Hill 
at  a  lower  elevation  than  the  175'  observer  height?  on 
Filbert  and  Greenwich?" 

Response  196:     Reference  is  given  only  to  a  direct  east-west 
line-of-sight  from  observer  point  1  to  Block  A.  Homes 
at  lower  elevations  are  indicated  on  Figure  37,  pages 
147-8,  and  elsewhere  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  197:     "Page  149,  paragraph  3  -  At  what  point  does 

view  blockage  to  E  begin?    Can  view  blockage  to  N  be  described?" 

Response  197 :     This  paragraph  concerns  a  line  of  view  that 

does  not  pass  through  Block  E,  therefore  views  involving 
E  are  not  relevant  here.     See  also  Response  47. 

Comment  198:     "Is  actual  height  of  Block  G  from  the  curb  84?" 

Response  198:     Height  calculations  are  made  in  accordance 

with  Section  102.11.5  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  which 
do  not  include  the  mechanical  penthouse;  see  Figure  37, 
DEIR,  page  147. 

See  also  Response  90. 

Comment  199:     "page  160  -  Which  of  these  revenues  are  already 
being  collected?" 

Response  199:     The  proposed  project  cannot  generate  revenues 
until  it  is  built. 
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Comment  200:     "page  163  -  Will  Fire  Department  rolling  stock 
and  personnel   (8/77)  be  sufficinet  to  cover  cumulative 
new  development?  i.e.,  Peir  39,  GGW,  L-P,  Public  Housing, 
etc.?" 

Response  200;     Fire  Department  has  indicated  no  concern. 

Comment  201:     "page  170  -  What  does  'partial  view  obstruction' 
mean?    50%  of  the  residences'  views"  75%,  90%?  Specify." 

Response  201:     It  is  not  practical  to  define  "partial  view 
obstruction'  because  the  degree  of  obstruction  depends 
on  the  location  of  the  observer  and  direction  of  view. 

Comment  202:     "page  170  -  Also,  no  mention  is  made  to  the 

effect  of  illuminated  signs  and  nighttime  interior  and 
exterior  lighting  on  nighttime  outlook  from  residences 
above . " 

Response  202:     See  Responses  84  and  224. 

Comment  203:     "page  171  -  Do  these  levels  of  service  corre- 
spond to  recommendations  of  Plan  for  the  Northern  Waterfront 
Area?" 

Response  203:     The  Plan  for  the  Northern  Waterfront  Area  makes 
no  reference  to  specific  levels  of  service. 

Comment  204:     "page  177  -  Why  is  it  necessary  to  wait  for 

people  to  scream  when  we  know  noise  problem  will  be  severe?" 

Response  204:     Refer  to  Response  20. 

Comment  205:     "page  178  -  Does  first  paragraph  refer  to  con- 
struction noise  or  post-construction  noise?" 

Response  205:     The  first  paragraph  refers  to  architectural 

measures  to  reduce  the  transmission  of  noise  into  dwelling 
units. 
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Comment  206:     "If  further  mitigation  is  unfeasible  in  the 

developer's  opinion,  shouldn't  economic  data  which  bring 
him  to  that  conclusion  be  disclosed?" 

Response  206;     The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  take  additional  steps 
to  mitigate  construction  noise  (see  Response  20) .  For 
information  on  existing  project  area  noise,  see  Figure  28 
and  Tables  5  and  6,  pp.  65-69  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  207;     "How  many  fewer  views  are  being  impeded  by  being 
how  much  closer  to  hill?" 

Response  207:     Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR,  the  shape 

and  positioning  of  the  eastern,  lower  condominium  structure 
on  Block  F  has  been  revised.     Figure  3,  page  17,  Site  Plan, 
has  been  revised  accordingly.     See  also  Responses  39  and 
47.     Lines  8  through  11  in  paragraph  2,  page  178  of  the 
Draft  EIR  have  been  deleted. 

Comment  208:     "page  178  -  Does  height  of  19'  less  than  limit 
include  appurtenances  on  roof?" 

Response  208:     No.     All  references  to  height  are  in  reference 
to  Planning  Code  height  limits.     See  also  Response  198. 

Comment  209:     "Will  lighting  be  restricted  to  safety  lighting 
and  interior  lighting?    What  about  lighting  in  blocks  F 
and  G?" 

Response  209:     Refer  to  Responses  221  and  226. 

Comment  210:     "page  185  -  How  could  City  enforce  a  ride-sharing 
program?" 

Response  210:     Under  current  law,  the  City  may  not  be  able 
to  enforce  ride-sharing.     The  effect  of  the  California 
Appellate  Court  decision  in  Golden  Gate  Bridge  v.  Muzzi 
(83  Cal.  App.  3rd  707,  August  1978)   upon  such  powers  is 
unclear . 
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Comment  211:     "What  is  record  of  success  on  car-pooling  programs?" 

Response  211;     During  the  gas  shortage  in  late  1973,  car-pooling 
became  successful  and  popular.     After  the  gas  shortage 
period,  many  car-pools  disbanded  because  the  pooling  incen- 
tives disappeared.     In  recent  years,  more  permanent  and 
tangible  incentives,  such  as  car-pool  lanes  on  freeways, 
toll-free  access  lanes  to  bridges,  preferential  or  cheaper 
parking,  etc.  have  been  instituted  that  make  car-pooling 
a  more  attractive  and  a  more  permanent  mode  of  transportation. 

Comment  212;     "What  would  the  specific  pricing  structure  be 
which  would  act  as  a  disincentive  to  commuter  parking?" 

Response  212;     A  pr ice-per-hour  penalty  for  long-term  parking. 

Comment  213;     "page  189,  paragraph  3:     Last  sentence  is  non- 
conclusive.     If  it  would  be  against  economic  interest 
of  project  sponsor,  shouldn't  that  be  stated  and  described, 
not  implied?" 

Response  213:     The  sentence  is  deliberately  non-conclusive 

because  the  answer  is  not  clear  and  would  depend  on  unknown 
future  events. 

Anne  Halsted,  letter  of  21  November  1978 

Comment  214:     "I  don't  find  any  written  information,  photo- 
graphs or  drawings  of  the  proposed  park.     Would  you  please 
include  the  above  in  the  Final  EIR?" 

Response  214;     See  Section  H  of  the  EIR,  Urban  Design,  pages  137 
through  139. 

For  a  conceptual  drawing  of  the  proposed  park,  see  Figure  33a, 
page  139. 
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David  Dibble,  letter  dated  21  November  1978 
(Telegraph  Hill  Resident) 

Comment  215;     "The  effects  of  lighting  are  omitted  from  the 

section  V:  UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  IMPACTS.     Some  of  the  visual 
quality  impacts  of  the  project  are  unavoidable  and  others 
are  subject  to  mitigation  as  set  out  in  section  VII: 
MITIGATION  MEASURES,   at  page  178-179. 

"It  is  important  to  distinguish  between  'interior  lighting 
visible  to  persons  exterior  to  the  building1  and  exterior 
lighting  and  the  impacts  of  the  office  lighting,  the  resi- 
dential lighting,  and  the  commercial  retail  lighting. 
Further  distinctions  are  necessary  between  the  lighting 
of  buildings  and  that  of  sidewalks,  streets  and  park  or 
plaza  areas.     The  visual  impacts  of  the  various  blocks 
might  be  discussed." 

Response  215;     The  reason  for  not  listing  night  lighting  as 

an  unavoidable  adverse  impact  is  given  in  the  bottom  para- 
graph on  page  178  of  the  Draft  EIR.     See  also  Responses  123 
and  181. 

Comment  216:     "Block  A  bounded  by  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets 
between  Union  and  Filbert  Streets  contains  the  largest 
of  the  office  buildings.     Interior  lighting  visible  on 
the  exterior  of  this  seven  story  building  would  have  a 
major  adverse  impact  on  views  and  visual  quality  from 
Telegraph  Hill.     The  lighting  of  the  atrium  planned  for 
this  building  will  involve  different  problems  than  those 
caused  by  the  offices  having  outside  windows.  Uncontrolled 
lights  from  this  building  would  not  only  cause  unpleasant 
glare  on  the  east  side  of  the  hill,  but  would  also  obscure 
views  of  the  bay  and  view  beyond." 

Response  216;     The  lighting  in  the  Block  A  Building  atrium 
would  be  designed  to  focus  the  light  downward  onto  the 
lobby  floor  and  building  entranceway,  thereby  minimizing 
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the  potential  for  nighttime  glare  for  area  residents. 

For  comments  on  interior  office  lighting,  see  Response  217. 

Comment  217:     "The  adverse  impacts  of  the  emission  of  interior 
light  emitted  to  the  outside  may  be  mitigated  by  the  pro- 
posal set  out  on  page  179  of  the  EIR,  VII,  Mitigation 
Measures,  E.  Visual  Quality.     Two  forms  of  mitigation 
are  proposed.     The  most  effective  is  the  use  of  opaque 
curtains  which  would  completely  eliminate  the  emission 
of  interior  lighting  to  the  exterior.     The  second  form 
of  mitigation  involves  the  turning  off  of  lights  when 
offices  are  not  in  use  and  janitorial  services  are  not 
being  performed.     This  measure,  while  better  than  the 
unrestricted  lighting  at  all  hours  of  the  night  is  not 
as  effective  as  the  use  of  opaque  curtains  to  prevent 
the  emission  of  light  at  all  times. 

"The  covenants  written  into  office  space  leases  and  the 
restrictions  written  into  the  use  permit  for  the  building 
must  give  full  effect  to  these  mitigation  proposals. 

Block  "B" 

"Block  "B"  contains  a  five  story  office  building  running 
the  entire  length  of  Sansome  Street  between  Filbert  and 
Greenwich  Streets.     The  lighting  problems  for  this  building 
are  similar  to  those  of  the  larger  seven  story  building 
on  Block  "A",  and  the  same  mitigation  measures  in  respect 
to  nighttime  use  of  offices  and  nighttime  janitorial  work 
would  apply." 

Response  217;     The  sponsor  does  not  plan  to  install  opaque 
curtains  on  office  windows.     The  sponsor  has  agreed  to 
require  building  tenants  and  janitors  to  extinguish  all 
unnecessary  lights  in  all  office  space  within  the  project 
when  the  area  not  in  use  or  being  cleaned.     See  also 
Responses  84  and  216. 
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Comment  218 i     "No  details  as  to  the  use  of  the  rehabilitated 
Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  are  given.     To  the  extent 
that  this  building  will  be  used  for  office  space  the  same 
mitigation  plans  as  those  proposed  for  Block  "A"  should 
apply.     If  restaurants  or  retailers  planning  to  be  open 
at  night  will  be  using  this  building,   it  is  important 
that  this  be  revealed  in  the  EIR.     Restaurant  or  other 
uses  than  offices  may  want  to  use  outdoor  advertising 
and  display  in  order  to  attract  business.     The  lighting 
and  visual  impacts  of  any  such  uses  must  be  disclosed 
in  order  that  mitigation  and  alternatives  may  be  proposed 
and  discussed.11 

Response  218;     It  is  planned  that  office  tenants  would  occupy 
the  upper  three  floors  and  that  retail  tenants  (e.g., 
restaurants,  a  bank,  savings  and  loan,  etc.)  would  be 
located  at  ground  level.     It  is  normal  not  to  have  all 
space  committed  at  this  stage  of  development  of  a  project 
of  this  type  and,  therefore,  not  to  have  details  as  to 
future  tenants. 

Comment  219;     "The  four  story  office  building  on  Block  "C" 
is  farther  away  from  the  east  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill 
and  is  partly  screened  by  buildings  on  Blocks  "A"  and  "B" 
and  so  may  have  less  lighting  impact.     In  respect  to  the 
offices  located  in  Block  "C"  the  same  mitigation  measures 
planned  for  Block  "A"  should  be  implemented." 

Response  219;     Refer  to  Response  84. 

Comment  220;     "Filbert  Street  between  Sansome  and  Front  and 

parts  of  Blocks  "A"  and  "B"  and  all  of  Block  "D"  together 
with  Seawall  Lot  319  are  planned  as  park  and  plaza.  The 
lighting  problems  of  this  area  as  they  impact  on  the  views 
and  visual  quality  from  Telegraph  Hill  are  different  than 
those  problems  arising  from  the  nighttime  use  of  offices 
and  of  janitorial  work. 
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The  EIR  states  that  lighting  fixtures  have  not  been  selected 
and  does  not  disclose  lighting  plans  for  these  areas  beyond 
stating  the  intent  'To  establish  effective  area  lighting 
that  maximizes  safety  consistent  with  the  need  to  minimize 
conflicts  with  nighttime  views  around  the  project  area...1 
Since  the  time  the  EIR  was  prepared  the  developers  have 
presented  a  rather  extensive  plan  for  an  urban  park  in 
this  area.     If  no  lighting  is  planned  beyond  that  necessary 
for  safety  that  should  be  clearly  stated.     If  any  artistic 
or  attention  focusing  lighting  is  planned,  it  should  be 
disclosed  by  the  EIR. 

"The  consultation  with  'a  specialist  in  exterior  lighting 
design1   is  desirable  'to  determine  light  source  locations, 
light  intensities  and  type  of  light  source',  but  this 
can  hardly  be  considered  a  mitigation  of  an  as  yet  undis- 
closed adverse  impact." 

Response  220;     The  sponsor  states  that  the  selection  and  loca- 
tion of  the  nighttime  lighting  fixtures  would  provide 
directional  light  to  light  footpaths  and  public  gathering 
points.     The  lighting  would  not  be  designed  to  generally 
illuminate  the  overall  open  space. 

Comment  221:     "It  is  not  quite  clear  what  sort  of  offices 

would  be  located  in  Block  "E"  as  the  description  on  page  2 
and  page  15  refers  to  support  services  and  computers  and 
to  'miscellaneous  office  and  support  functions'  while 
the  elevation  on  page  27   [shows]   four  stories  of  offices. 
Mitigation  in  the  offices  should  be  as  in  Block  "A"  and 
any  24-hour  lighted  or  used  areas  should  have  provisions 
for  complete  screening  of  light  which  would  be  visible 
from  the  hill." 

Response  221:     The  mitigation  of  night  lighting  in  office 

spaces  and  outdoor  areas  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR  refers 
to  the  entire  project  site.     See  also  Responses  84  and  218. 
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Comment  222 i     "Block  "F"  contains  a  large  parking  structure 

for  the  use  of  both  residents  of  the  condominiums  constructed 
above  it  and  use  by  the  development  as  a  whole  and  by 
the  public  at  large.     The  lighting  impacts  of  the  garage 
are  different  from  those  of  the  residences.     The  EIR  seems 
to  indicate  that  little  interior  lighting  from  the  garage 
will  be  visible  from  the  exterior  but  is  not  specific 
on  this  issue.     If  lighted  signs  to  attract  the  public 
to  the  parking  are  planned,  they  should  be  disclosed." 

Response  222:     Specifications  for  lighting  of  the  garage  are 
not  final.     The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  any 
garage  sign  for  Block  F  would  be  located  at  the  main  Sansome 
Street  entrance,  midblock  between  Greenwich  and  Lombard 
Streets.     Signs  are  intended  to  be  of  an  informational 
and  directional  'nature  for  the  benefit  of  motorists. 

It  is  normal  practice  for  the  City  Planning  Commission 
to  attach  a  condition  requiring  specific  staff  review 
of  signing  proposals  to  a  conditional  use  permit. 

Comment  223;     "The  mitigation  factor  of  turning  off  all  lights 
when  offices  are  not  used  janitorial  services  are  not 
actually  being  performed  and  the  mandatory  use  of  opaque 
curtains  for  offices  used  at  night  are  not  applicable 
to  private  residences.     The  nine  level  and  the  four  level 
condominiums  will  have  a  very  significant  lighting  impact 
which  should  be  mitigated  as  much  as  possible.     In  so 
far  as  the  residential  lighting  involves  an  unavoidable 
adverse  impact  the  facts  should  be  disclosed  by  the  EIR. 

"The  impacts  of  the  lighting  from  the  residential  building 
on  Block  G  is  similar  to  that  on  Block  F  except  that  the 
parking  garage  is  for  the  residents  rather  than  the  project 
as  a  whole  and  for  the  public." 
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Response  223 i     Final  plans  have  not  been  set,  but  the  sponsor 

believes  that  the  condominium  electricity  would  be  individ- 
ually metered.     This  would  tend  to  minimize  unnecessary 
nighttime  electric  lights. 

Comment  224;     "No  mention  of  outdoor  advertising  is  made  by 

the  EIR.     Any  such  advertising  for  businesses  on  the  site 
should  be  disclosed  by  the  EIR  or  should  be  totally  banned 
by  the  use  permits  for  the  project.     Large  lighted  signs 
identifying  buildings  and  businesses  have  been  a  problem 
in  protecting  San  Francisco  views  and  should  not  become 
a  part  of  this  project  without  full  prior  disclosure  at 
the  planning  stage." 

Response  224;     The  sponsor  states  that  final  plans  relating 
to  project  signing  have  not  been  developed.     There  are 
no  plans  to  allow  large,  illuminated  signs  on  building 
walls  or  rooflines  to  advertise  tenants  or  for  other  adver- 
tising purposes.     See  also  Response  141. 

Comment  225;     "The  Draft  EIR  makes  no  mention  of  roof  top 
lighting.     If  there  will  be  NO  roof  top  lighting  this 
should  be  spelled  out.     If  any  roof  top  lighting  is  to 
be  permitted  prior  disclosure  is  essential.     The  project 
involves  very  large  roof  areas  which  will  dominate  the 
view  of  the  buildings  from  higher  elevations.     The  differ- 
ence between  the  impact  of  lighted  and  unlighted  roof 
tops  would  be  dramatic.     The  lighting  treatment  of  the 
large  penthouses  should  also  be  disclosed  so  that  necessary 
mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  might  be  considered." 

Response  225;     The  sponsor  states  that  nighttime  rooftop 

lighting  is  not  planned  except  where  necessitated  by  safety 
code  requirements. 

Comment  226;     "The  following  petition  was  signed  by  50  persons; 

"The  undersigned  residents  of  Telegraph  Hill  object  to 
the  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  on  LEVI'S  PLAZA 
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in  that  it  does  not  make  a  proper  distinction  between 
the  daylight  visual  impacts  of  the  proposed  buildings 
and  surroundings  and  the  impacts  of  such  buildings  and 
surroundings  when  lighted  at  night. 

'EXTENSIVE  LIGHTING  BETWEEN  TELEGRAPH  HILL  AND  THE  BAY 
WILL  CHANGE  THE  ENTIRE  VISUAL  QUALITY  OF  THE  VIEWS  IN 
QUESTION. 1 

"...I  think  it's  very  important  that  that  mitigation  be 
put  into  the  conditional  use  permit  and  covenants  and 
things  so  that  it  really  happens..." 

Response  226;     Refer  to  pages  178  and  179  of  the  Draft  EIR 

which  discuss  the  mitigation  of  night  lighting.  Conditions 
for  the  Use  Permit  will  be  decided  by  the  Planning  Commis- 
sion after  certification  of  the  EIR. 

Galen  Dong,  letter  dated  21  November  1978 

Comment  227:     "It  is  my  opinion  that  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  with  regard  to  the  proposed  Levi's  Plaza 
does  not  adequately  state  the  possible  effects  of  drilling 
and  pile  driving  with  regard  to  the  hill  sliding  on  the 
northeast  face  of  the  cliff  at  Telegraph  Hill. 

"Two  weeks  ago,  during  the  first  heavy  rain  of  the  season, 
a  large  portion  of  the  hill  actually  slid  down  to  the 
base  of  the  hill  on  top  of  the  remnants  from  many  past 
slides  over  the  last  few  years.     And,  two  years  ago,  a 
small  building  at  the  cliff's  edge  on  Lombard  Street, 
at  about  Kearny,  was  condemned  for  occupancy  due  to  the 
instability  of  the  hill  and  the  structure;  the  building 
was  reinforced  and  is  presently  occupied. 

"Engineering  guesswork  does  not  justify  the  possible  con- 
sequences to  the  structures  existing  on  top  of  the  hill." 
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Response  227:     For  details  on  the  potential  impact  of  pile 

driving,  see  Response  116.     With  regard  to  Telegraph  Hill 
landslides,  see  Response  101. 

Comment  228;     "And,  with  regard  to  another  idea,  late  night 

garbage  pickup.     Presently,  Telegraph  Landing  Condominiums 
garbage  pickup  takes  place  sometime  after  11:30  p.m., 
lasting  for  about  ten  minutes  with  much  heavy  container 
clanging  and  other  noises.     Assuming  that  the  hour  of 
pickup  of  garbage  is  not  changed,  with  new  buildings  the 
late  night  noise  pollution  could  last  up  to  an  hour." 

Response  228:     The  sponsor  agrees  to  contact  the  scavenger 
firm  serving  this  area  to  attempt  to  work  out  a  refuse 
pickup  schedule  that  would  minimize  objectionable  noise 
for  area  residents.     Rearrangement  of  the  pickup  schedule 
would  be  subject  to  route  schedules  of  the  scavenger  firm. 

David  Baker,  resident  of  Telegraph  Landing 

Comment  229:     "...we  are  looking  at  the  development  of  six 
blocks  in  one  plan  rather  than  one  block  six  times  in 
six  plans,  and  I  think  that  we  have  a  rare  opportunity 
here  to  look  at  an  integrated  plan  in  this  area  which, 
if  it  were  not  integrated  as  it  has  been  to  date,  would 
pose  tremendously  more  complex  problems  of  congestion, 
noise  pollution,  problems  during  construction,  and  all 
of  the  other  things  that  have  been  raised  here  tonight." 

Response  229:     See  Response  63. 

Comment  230:     "...I  would  like  to  go  on  record  for  one  as 

saying  that  I  feel  that  the  changes  that  have  been  made 
have  been  made  in  response  to  the  many  meetings  that  have 
been  made,  and  that  I  find  none  of  them  to  be  outside 
the  envelope ..." 
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Response  230:     No  response. 

Comment  231:     "...The  movement  of  large  groups  of  parking 
from  one  block  to  another,  I  do  not  believe,  is  going 
to  measurably  affect  either  the  congestion,  noise  pollution, 
or  air  pollution,  and  when  consideration  of  all  of  the 
parking  requirements  are  made  in  this  total  area,  I  don't 
believe  that  our  particular  part  of  it  is  going  to  be 
detrimental  to  the  overall  impact  of  our  neighborhood. 
We  have  a  very  dynamic  situation  in  this  area  right  now. 

"I  feel  particularly  qualified  to  speak  to  this  subject 
in  that  I,  perhaps  like  many  of  my  neighbors,  walk  to 
and  from  our  neighborhood  to  my  place  of  business.  I 
also  generally  run  every  morning  from  Telegraph  Landing 
to  China  Basin  and  back,  and  I  really  feel  that  we  have 
an  extraordinary  opportunity  in  this  total  area  to  develop, 
we,  in  San  Francisco,  really  unusual  situation  in  that 
our  waterfront,  unlike  any  other  major  American  city, 
has  not  been  developed,  and  we're  going  to  see  enormous 
developments  in  this  area,  and  we  are  just  in  the  beginning 
of  that,  I  think,  and  of  course  to  ask  our  developer  to 
consider  the  whole  thing  in  his  environmental  impact  state- 
ment would  not  be  realistic. 

"The  fact  is  we  do  have  Pier  39;   it's  dynamic.     The  Embar- 
cadero's  torn  up.     We  cannot  measure  today's  situation 
by,  or  the  future  situation  rather,  by  today's  particular 
set  of  circumstances  with  so  much  happening,  and  I  for 
one  do  not  feel  that  the  traffic  projections  or  traffic 
figures  in  the  environmental  impact  statement  are  terribly 
unrealistic  in  the  sense  of  what's  going  on." 

Response  231:     No  response. 
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Ann  Roth 

Comment  232:     "The  thing  that  I  wanted  to  ask  here,... I  over- 
heard somebody. .. say  the  entrance  to  the  garage  under 
block  F  which  had  at  one  time,  or  in  the  EIR  as  far  as 
I  know,  is  located  right  here,  has  been  moved." 

Response  232:     by  Gerson  Bakar:     "That  is  not  the  case... the 
entrance  is  still  on  Sansome  Street." 

Comment  233:     "Also  an  exit?" 

Response  233:     by  Gerson  Bakar:     "No,  the  exit  is  exclusively 
on  Greenwich  Street." 

Comment  234:     "The  first  thing  I  would  like  to  address  is 
the  Pioneer  Warehouse  wall. 

"...The  Pioneer  Warehouse  wall  was  one  of  three  items 

that  the  developers  were  asked  to  preserve  in  this  project. 

"There  were  seven  buildings,  or  if  I,  I  can't  call  the 
wall  a  building,  artifacts,  that  were  under  consideration 
at  the  Landmarks  Board  hearing  regarding  this  particular 
area.     Of  those  seven  things,  they  were  only  asked  to 
attempt  to  preserve  three  of  them.     The  discussion  of 
Pioneer  Warehouse  wall  involved  picking  up  a  portion  of 
this  wall,  and  they  did  discuss  the  means  they  would  use 
for  doing  that,   if  necessary,  a  significant  portion  of 
the  wall,  I  believe  the  term  was  that  was  used,  and  move, 
if  they  had  to  move  it  elsewhere,  they  would  move  it  else- 
where, but  they  would  prefer  that  it  be  left  where  it 
was,  and  there  is  a  reference  in  the  EIR  about  leaving 
it  where  it  was . . . 

"The  developers  attitude  toward  Cargo  West  is  well  demon- 
strated by  the  architectural  treatment  of  the  walls  over 
and  above  it.     Perhaps  an  expression  of  their  hope  that 
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Cargo  West  will  just  disappear  into  the  ground  forever. 
The  rubble  wall  seems  to  have  already  met  that  fate,  and 
in  regard  to  that,  along  with  its  absence  from  all  the 
models  and  drawings  that  we  have  been  shown. 

"I  would  like  read  to  you  the  references  to  it  in  the 
EIR  which  all  seem  to  be,  if  I  may  use  the  term,  in  the 
past  tense.     On  page  5... which  is... in  the ...  summary .. . 
'Impacts  and  mitigation  measures,  historical  and  archaeo- 
logical resources',  I  quote, 'It  would  be  difficult  to 
dismantle  and  rebuild  the  remaining  Pioneer  Warehouse 
wall  in  a  new  location.'     Now  remember,  the  Landmarks 
Board  was  not  talking  about  dismantling  and  rebuilding. 

"On  page  151  under  'Environmental  impacts,  historical 
and  archaeological  resources,  buildings',  quote, 'The  south 
wall  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  wall',  and  that's  their 
error  in  wording,  not  mine,   'is  to  be  relocated  in  the 
project...  It  would  be  difficult  to  recreate  the  original 
appearance  when  the  wall  is  reconstructed. '     Again,  no 
mention  of  moving  it  intact." 

Response  234:     Figure  3,  page  17  of  the  Draft  EIR,  and  Figures  6 
and  7  show  that  the  walls  of  Building  A  do  not  extend 
over  Cargo  West. 

Because  of  its  fragility,  size  and  weight,  the  remaining 
wall  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  would  be  difficult  to  move 
intact  as  a  single  unit. 

The  wording  error  noted  has  been  rectified  in  the  Final 
EIR.     See  also  Response  142. 

Comment  235;     "Page  179  under   'Mitigation  measures,  historical 

and  archaeological  resources,  historic  structure,'  'Present 
plans  call  for  removal  of  the  remaining  wall  of  the  histori- 
cal Pioneer  Warehouse.     If  for  any  reason  redesign  of 
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the  building  proposed  for  block  A  should  be  undertaken, 
consideration  would  be  given  to  incorporation  of  the  Pioneer 
Wall  into  the  new  design.     Such  incorporation  would  be 
preferable  to  relocation  and  would  be  more  likely  to  pre- 
serve the  wall  intact.' 

"I  couldn't  agree  more,  but  I  have  noted  that  since  the 
Landmark  Board  hearing  was  held,  that  building,  building  A, 
has  been  totally  redesigned,  at  least  the  designs  I  see 
today  bear  little  resemblance  to  the  ones  I  originally 
saw.     And  apparently  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  incorporate 
the  rubble  wall  in  this  redesign." 

Response  235:     Redesign  of  the  building  on  Block  A  consisted 

of  revising  the  exterior  shape  and  openings  to  the  building. 
The  configuration  of  the  building  at  ground  level  remained 
approximately  the  same,  making  it  difficult  to  incorporate 
the  remaining  wall  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  into  the  new 
design. 

The  sponsor  states  that  the  project  architect  investigated 
retaining  in  place  in  the  "A  Building"  the  remaining  portion 
of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  wall.     Its  retention  was  not 
possible,  as  the  location  of  the  wall  conflicted  with 
the  necessary  excavation  for  the  subterranean  garage  to 
be  located  beneath  the  wall;  and  it  precluded  implementing 
the  wall-free  open  space  office  layout  required  by  the 
Levi  Strauss  Co.,  the  building  tenant. 

Comment  236:     "The  second  item  I  would  like  to  discuss  is 

the  discussion  of  the  geology  and  hydrology  in  the  EIR. 
I'm  not  an  expert  on  these  matters,  and  I  hope  you'll 
forgive  me  if  I  use  the  wrong  terminology ...  this  report... 
identifies  a  problem  in  the  terms  of  the  stability  of 
the  hillside  that  is  reinforced  by  blockage  of  the  flow 
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of  water  from  the  hill.     These  buildings,  all  of  the 
buildings,  well  the  buildings  on  block  F  and  block  G  in 
particular,  do  go  below  grade,  a  story  and  a  half,  as 
far  as  I  can  tell  on  these  tiny  tiny  little  drawings  that 
we  have  to  make  these  determinations  from... it's  pointed 
out  in  the  EIR  that  there  is  ponding  on  block  F  and  there 
is  considerable  swamp  growth  that  has  occurred  there  because 
of  this  condition,  which  indicates  that  the  ground  water 
level  is,  quote,  on  the  surface  in  this  particular  area. 
I  see  a  disturbance  of  this  drainage  flow  beneath  the 
surf ace ...  that  I  feel... could  result  in  serious  disturbances 
on  the  hillside  above  due  to  the  fact  that  the  flow  of 
water  from  the  hillside  would  start  to  back  up  from  these 
new  buildings  being  built  down  here. 

"Now  there  are  no  engineering  reports  included  in  this... 
That  side  of  the  hill  has  been  coming  down  periodically 
ever  since  I've  known  the  hill.     The  people  down  below 
have  built  the  ugliest  structure  I've  ever  seen.  It's 
all  chicken  wire  and  it's  cyclone  fencing,  and  they  keep 
tacking  more  and  more  on  to  it  every  year.     It's  braced 
by  rough  cut  lumber,  and  they've  built  this  enormous  thing 
which  is  much  higher  than  the  12  foot  wall  they're  talking 
about  the  retaining  wall  behind  the  building  on  block  G. 
It's  ugly,  it's  a  horrible  looking  thing.     What  is  going 
to  happen  on  these  blocks  where  these  buildings  are  going 
to  be  put  up  if  they  do  have  walls  coming  down?" 

Response  236:     See  Response  135. 

Comment  237;     "People  don't  want  rocks  falling  into  their 

back  yards  or  on  to  their  terraces  or  into  their  gardens. 
What  are  they  going  to  do  if  the  retaining  wall  does  not 
prove  sufficient  for  this  purpose?" 
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Response  237;     The  condominium  apartment  building  has  been 

set  back  from  the  face  of  the  hill  in  the  southwest  corner, 
where  the  potential  for  earth  movement  exists   (see  Figures 
and  22,  pages  34  and  36) . 

The  planned  retaining  wall  would  be  based  on  the  technical 
information  provided  by  the  engineering  firm,  Dames  and 
Moore.     The  retaining  wall  would  be  built  in  conformity 
with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code;  see  Section  A: 
Geology  and  Seismicity,  page  176,  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  238:     "...if  this  report  is  ready,  then  those  that 

wrote  the  report  should  be  consulted  as  part  of  the  EIR 
process. . . " 

Response  238;     Dames  and  Moore,  Engineers,  completed  their 

study  at  the  part  of  Telegraph  Hill  that  slid  in  February, 
1978.     The  recommendations  contained  in  that  report  are 
listed  in  Response  113.     Dames  and  Moore  has  furthermore 
reviewed  Comments  114,  115  and  116  and  has  prepared  the 
responses . 

Comment  239:     "...the  questions  that  the  neighborhood  has 

raised  in  the  course  of  all  these  hearings  between  the 
developers  and  the  neighborhood  groups  are  supposed  to 
be  included  in  these  EIR,  and  as  I  read  the  EIR,  I  do 
not  see  them  being  included." 

Response  239;     The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  regrets 
that  lack  of  staff  made  it  impossible  to  send  a  staff 
member  to  these  meetings. 

Comment  240;     "...the  report  consistently  mentions  building 

heights  in  stories  and  not  in  feet. . .height  as  it  is  nor- 
mally calculated  plus,  as  a  separate  figure,  the  height 
that  would  include  these  rooftop  appurtenances." 
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Response  240;     See  Responses  47  and  151. 

Comment  241;     "The  roof  appurtenances  on  what  few  drawings 

we  have  are  often  drawn  in  very  fine  hazy  lines  so  people 
are  quite  unsure  where  they're  going  to  be  located." 

Response  241;     See  Responses  22,  47,  48  and  54. 

Comment  242;     "There's  no  reference  made  to  the  urban  design 

plan  at  all,  and  I  feel  that  the  urban  design  plan  should 
be  included,  at  least  those  areas  of  that  it  would  apply 
to  this  area,  should  be  included  in  the  EIR.     And  reference 
should  be  made  to  the  conflicts  with  the  urban  design 
plan. " 

Response  242"    Policies  relating  to  street  closure  and  the 

use  of  street  space  of  the  Urban  Design  Plan  are  discussed 
in  Response  68  and  69. 

Comment  243;     "...rather  than  go  into  the  conflicts  with  the 
northeast  waterfront  plan,  I  would  just  like  to  refer 
to  one  thing.     All  these  plans  attempt  to  discourage  commuter 
parking ...  this  parking  is  being  constructed  under  these 
buildings. .. for  the  convenience  of  the  people  working 
in  these  offices.     The  number  of  shops  and  banks  being 
included  are  for  the  use  of  the  prople  working  and  living 
down  there  primarily,  not  for  the  use  of  outsiders,  or 
people  coming  from  great  distances  in  the  neighborhood, 
so  that  shorttime  parking,  although  it  is  a  factor  in 
terms  of  people  that  might  be  calling  on  the  occupants 
of  the  offices,  is  not  the  major  reason  for  building  this 
garage . 11 

Response  243;     Of  the  total  estimated  parking  demand   (1,046  spaces) 
generated  by  the  proposed  project,  about  580  spaces  or 
55%  would  be  generated  by  the  future  employees  of  the 
project,  about  130  spaces  or  12%  by  the  visitors  to  the 
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project  and  about  336  spaces  or  32%  by  the  condominium 
residents  (see  page  112  of  the  Draft  EIR) .  Except  for 
the  condominium  spaces,  it  is  not  certain  who  would  be 
using  the  public  spaces  in  blocks  F  and  A.  This  would 
partly  depend  on  the  specific  parking  rate  structure  adopted 
for  the  garage.     See  also  Response  8. 

Comment  244;     "...the  developers  said  that  currently ...  something 
in  the  neighborhood  of  250  employees  of  Levi  Strauss  drive 
their  cars  to  work,  that  the  employees  were  polled,  and 
they  found  that  with  this  new  location,  and  the  garage 
facility  being  available,  450  of  the  employees  would  drive 
to  work.     Now  I  feel  this  encourages  people  to  bring  their 
cars  to  work  when  they  would  not  otherwise. 

"The  implication  of  the  report  is  that  this  move  —  and 
it's  just  a  move  of  a  few  blocks  —  is  so  distant  that 
it's  going  to  create  a  great  inconvenience  to  people  to 
have  to  use  public  transportation  for  that  additional 
few  blocks  from  the  Embarcadero  Center  down  to  the  north- 
east waterfront." 

Response  244;     The  information  given  on  pages  234  and  235 

of  the  Levi's  Plaza  Draft  EIR  indicates  that  about  192 
of  the  1,200  Levi  Strauss  employees,  16%  of  the  employees, 
located  in  the  Embarcadero  Center  currently  drive  their 
car  to  work.     The  transportation  impact  analysis  indicates 
that  with  the  proposed  project  about  579  of  the  projected 
3,310  employees   (not  only  Levi  Strauss  employees)  would 
drive  their  car  to  work,  representing  17.5%  of  the  employees 
(see  Table  8,  page  102  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  Draft  EIR). 
This  does  not  imply  that  the  report  encourages  people 
to  bring  their  cars  to  work  when  they  would  not  otherwise. 
As  indicated  in  Responses  1  and  38,  the  proposed  project 
would  make  long-term  parking  during  working  hours  more 


difficult  and  more  expensive.     It  would  thus  discourage 
future  project  employees  from  driving  their  cars  to  work. 
The  increase  in  car-driver  proportion  from  16%  to  17.5% 
is  felt  by  the  traffic  consultant  to  be  a  realistic  impact 
of  the  decreased  level  of  transit  service  at  the  project 
site.     Staff  of  the  City's  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering 
feel  that  the  number  of  Levi  employees  who  would  shift 
from  public  transit  to  driving  has  been  underestimated. 

Comment  245;     "All  the  environmental  impact  reports  I  have 

read  relating  to  downtown  office  buildings,  the  MUNI  people 
have  always  written  a  letter  saying  that  yes,  there  would 
be  increased  use  of  their  facilities,  but  this  would  not 
create  any  great  hardship  for  MUNI.     They've  never  given 
a  dollar  figure  to  what  it  would  cost  them  to  increase 
this  service." 

Response  245:     Discussion  of  costs  to  MUNI  of  providing  additional 
service  to  meet  increased  passenger  load  may  be  found 
in  the  EIR  for  High  Rise  Buildings  on  Market  Street  and 
on  Fremont  Street,  EE74.224,  page  33,  certified  25  September 
1975,  and  in  the  EIR  for  180  Montgomery  Street,  EE76.162, 
page  72,  certified  28  July  1978. 

Comment  246:     "Now,  all  of  a  sudden  we  have  this  enormous 

increase  in  service  and  a  dollar  figure  to  go  with  it, 
and  I  find  this  very  difficult  to  accept,  that  we  have 
been  told  for  years  and  years  and  years  that  all  these 
new  high-rise  buildings  downtown  are  not  going  to  have 
any  dramatic  effect  on  such  things,  and  all  of  a  sudden 
we  build  what  is  by  comparison  rather  small  scale  project 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  office  workers,  and  it  is  going 
to  be  a  big  problem." 

Response  246:     The  proposed  project  would  not  be  located  in 

downtown  San  Francisco   (see  page  24  of  the  Comprehensive 
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Plan,  Transportation.     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
Adopted  on  April  27,  1972).    With  an  expected  3,310  em- 
ployees, the  proposed  project  would  not  be  "rather  small" 
as  compared  to  the  new  high-rise  buildings  in  downtown. 

Comment  247;     "If  this  is  the  case,  I  think  that  it  is  well 

past  the  time  for  an  extensive  planning  study  of  the  traffic 
and  parking  in  this  area." 

Response  247:     The  MUNI  Planning,  Operations,  Management  (POM) 
study  did  assess  the  transit  service  requirements  in  this 
area  and  recommended  several  changes  in  the  MUNI  lines 
serving  the  area  (see  Response  29) .     The  San  Francisco 
Division  of  Traffic  Engineering  is  currently  involved 
in  studying  alternate  improvements  to  the  traffic  situation 
in  the  northern  Waterfront  area.     The  Northeast  Waterfront 
Study  (NEWS)   is  currently  developing  transportation,  urban 
design,  and  economic  development  plans  for  the  northeastern 
Waterfront  area. 

Comment  248;     "One  thing  that  is  never  discussed  and  is  not 

discussed  in  this  report  is  that  you  cannot  force  people 
to  use  public  garages  or  valet  parking.     If  they  don't 
want  to  pay  the  two  bucks  for  valet  parking  or  they  don't 
want  to  pay  the  5  dollars  to  park  on  Fisherman's  Wharf 
— and  you  have  to  admit  there  are  many  people  that  find 
that  charge  excessive — ■  they  are  going  to  look  for  a  place 
on  the  neighborhood  streets. 

"This  has  been  going  on  for  years." 

Response  248;     The  Pier  39  garage  provides  approximately  1,000 
spaces  for  $1.00  for  four  hours,  if  validated  on  Pier  39. 
Validation  can  be  obtained  for  a  purchase  of  at  least 
$2.00  by  any  shop  or  restaurant  on  Pier  39. 


The  preferential  parking  program  implemented  in  the  study 
area  in  1978  would  preclude  employees  of  the  proposed 
project,  who  are  non-area  residents,  from  long-term  parking 
in  the  Telegraph  Hill/Telegraph  Landing  area  (all  areas 
west  of  Sansome  Street  and  south  of  Chestnut  Street) . 
Considering  the  limited  on-street,  long-term  parking  in 
the  project  area   (estimated  at  fewer  than  100  spaces) , 
office  motorists  would  have  to  use  either  the  project 
garages,  or  other  long-term  parking  facilities  in  the 
area. 

The  preferential  parking  program  referred  to  above  is 
a  program  that  has  been  implemented  by  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  in  the  North  Beach-Telegraph  Hill  area  to  provide 
long-term  parking  to  the  residents  of  this  area  without 
allowing  outside  commuters  to  use  this  parking.  Residents 
of  the  preferential  parking  area  can  obtain  special  stickers 
(A  stickers)   to  place  on  the  bumpers  of  their  cars,  which 
allow  them  to  park  all  day  long.     Vehicles  without  A  stickers 
are  restricted  to  short-term  parking,  generally  two  hours 
or  less. 

Comment  249:     "All  the  time  that  I've  lived  on  the  north  side 
of  Telegraph  Hill,  there  have  been  tourists  parking  on 
our  streets,  particularly  on  weekends. . .we  end  up  planning 
our  weekends  around  ways  to  not  move  your  car." 

Response  249:     This  is  a  historical  problem  in  the  Telegraph 
Hill  area.     The  project  sponsor  is  not  responsible  for 
mitigating  this  problem  but  for  attempting  to  prevent 
exacerbating  it.     See  also  Response  38. 

Comment  250:     "One  brief  comment  about  valet  parking.  They 

persist  in  parking  the  cars  on  the  neighborhood  streets, 
which  it's  my  understanding  they're  not  supposed  to  do." 
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Response  250;     It  is  illegal  to  park  vehicles  on  public  streets 
through  valet-parking,  if  a  charge  is  requested  for  this 
service.     If  valet-parking  is  provided  free  of  charge, 
then  valet-parking  is  allowed  on  public  streets,  even 
if  a  tip  is  paid.     Complaints  regarding  potential  violations 
of  this  law  can  be  sent  to  Commander  Seghy,  Room  140, 
Hall  of  Justice  in  San  Francisco. 

Comment  251;     "There  is  no  planning  that  I  can  see  for  how 
we're  going  to  handle  people  wanting  to  take  buses. 

"Is  there  a  shelter  for  them  to  stand  under?    Are  we  pro- 
viding them  with  any  of  the  conveniences  that... let's 
say  a  BART  passenger  gets?     They're  going  to  be  left  out 
on  some  street  corner  with  wind  whipping  around  these 
buildings,  freezing  to  death,  which  to  me  cuts  down  on 
the  attractiveness  of  using  public  transit." 

Response  251;     Plans  and  locations  for  bus  stops  would  be 
developed  with  MUNI  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  following 
completion  of  public  hearings  on  this  project.  Current 
plans  do  not  include  construction  by  sponsor  of  special 
bus  shelters  for  riders.     MUNI,  however,  provides  such 
shelters  where  ridership  warrants  their  installation. 

Comment  252;     "The  master  plans  point  out  that  we're  going 

to  decrease  the  intensity  of  development  as  we  move  out 
from  the  downtown  area  towards  the  northeast  waterfront." 

Response  252;     The  Planning  Department  feels  that  the  proposed 
project  complies  with  the  referenced  policy. 

Comment  253;     No  comment  due  to  numbering  error. 

Robert  Ransom,  letter  dated  21  November  1978   (Telegraph  Hill 
Resident) 

Comment  254;     "WITH  REFERENCE  TO  EXTERIOR  LIGHTING,  whatever 
the  exact  form  conditions  in  the  use  permit  eventually 
takes,   the  BJW  Associates  are  required  to  state  in  the 


Environmental  Impact  Report  what  they  propose  to  construct 
on  the  site.     This  they  have  failed  to  do  and  quite  frankly 
say  so  when  they  state  in  the  Draft  EIR:  '...project 
area  lighting  fixtures  have  not  been  selected.'" 

Response  254:     The  laws  concerning  Environmental  Impact  Reports 
specifically  call  for  the  elimination  of  details  of  project 
description  from  EIR's.     Lighting  fixtures  have  been  judged 
to  be  such  details.     Moreover,  this  type  of  detailed  design 
decision  is  generally  not  made  until  later  in  the  project 
design  development  process. 

Comment  255;     "Any  resident  of  the  East  Side  of  Telegraph 

Hill  wants  to  know  whether  there  will  be  roof  lighting, 
entrance-way  lighting   (and  where) ,  ornamental  garden  lighting 
restaurant  sign  lighting   (and  where),  etc.,  etc." 

Response  255:     Final  lighting  design  has  not  been  completed. 

Refer  to  Responses  84,   225  and  254  for  additional  information 

Comment  256:     "1.     that  the  somewhat  stronger  language  in  the 

first  paragraph  of  my  letter  of  August  11,  1978,  be  embodied 
in  the  Final  EIR's  Mitigating  Measures   (see  letter  above). 

"At  nighttime,  all  interior  office  building  lights  visible 
to  persons  exterior  to  the  buildings  shall  be  extinguished, 
except  where  necessary  to  sustain  activities  of  those 
occupying  the  buildings,  or  for  the  performance  of  janitorial 
services.     In  the  performance  of  nighttime  activities  or 
janitorial  services,  lights  shall  be  permitted  only  in 
each  particular  room  during  the  time  nighttime  activities 
or  janitorial  services  are  performed.     Where  lights  are 
turned  on  for  nighttime  activities  or  janitorial  services, 
opaque  curtains  shall  be  drawn  in  any  lighted  room.  These 
provisions  apply  to  owner  occupied  offices,  and  shall 
be  embodied  in  covenants  written  into  office  space  leases. 
Lessor  shall,  with  due  diligence,  enforce  said  covenants." 
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Response  256;     The  sponsor  agrees  to  direct  tenants  and  the 

building  maintenance  staff  to  extinguish  all  unnecessary 
office  lights  when  the  offices  are  unoccupied  and  the 
janitors  have  finished  their  work. 

Comment  257;     "2.     that  the  following  provision,  agreed  to 

orally... be  embodied  in  the  Final  EIR's  Mitigating  Measures, 
to  wit;     'For  those  departments  which  operate  on  a  multiple 
shift  basis  requiring  nighttime  illumination  where  such 
illumination  effects   (sic)  Telegraph  Hill,  appropriate 
screening  of  the  windows  will  be  undertaken  to  minimize 
the  impact  of  this  illumination.'" 

Response  257;     The  sponsor  agrees  to  require  that  lights  be 

turned  off  in  tenant  areas  when  not  in  use;  see  Response  256. 
The  sponsor  does  not  agree  to  enforce  the  closing  of  draperies 
or  screening  of  windows  of  office  areas  when  occupied 
by  the  tenants  who  are  working  during  nighttime  hours. 

Harold  Jaffee,  letter  dated  21  November  1978 

Comment  258;     "It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  upholding 

the  appeal  in  the  San  Francisco  Ecology  case,  the  appellate 
court  in  stating  that  the  EIR  for  the  San  Francisco  airport  - 
addition  was  adequate  said; 

'The  sufficiency  of  an  EIR  is  to  be  reviewed  in  light 
of  what  is  reasonably  feasible.'     48  Cal.App.3d  at 
p.  594. 

"and  continues  by  saying; 

'Preparation  of  an  EIR  need  not  be  interminably  delayed 
"to  include  all  potential  comments  or  results  of 
works  in  progress  which  might  shed  some  additional 
light  on  the  subject  of  the  impact  statement...  The 
courts  should  look  for  adequacy  and  completeness 


128 


in  an  impact  statement,  not  perfection"'   48  Cal.App.3d 
at  p.  594." 

Response  258:     No  response. 

Comment  259;     "...I  am  informed  that  the  final  plans  for  the 
project,  and  in  particular  Block  F,  are  not  reflected 
in  the  draft  EIR.     Without  the  final  plans  for  the  proposed 
structures,   it  is  impossible  to  foresee  accurately  their 
total  environmental  impact." 

Response  259;     See  Responses  39,  90,   105,   107,   109,  112, 
118,  and  233. 

Comment  260:     "...the  traffic  statistics  in  the  draft  EIR 

are  from  the  summer  of  1977,  and  they  do  not  reflect  the 
severe  traffic  impact  on  the  north  waterfront  caused  by 
the  opening  of  Pier  39  in  October,  1978,  and  other  newly 
opened  or  soon-to-be  opened  projects  such  as  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay  Club,  which  opened  in  October,  1977,  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Racquetball  Club,  which  plans  to  open  early  in  1979, 
the  Golden  Gateway  III  project  presently  under  construction, 
and  the  Eppaminondas  restaurant  and  disco  and  Rusty  Scupper 
restaurant,  both  opened  within  the  last  year." 

Response  260;     See  Responses  3,   36,   37,  and  64. 

Dianne  Hunter,   representing,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Comment  261:     "...the  EIR  fails  to  take  into  account  the 

cumulative  impact  of  the  recent  developments,  Pier  39, 
Golden  Gateway  Center,  the  racquet  club,  Rusty  Scupper 
and  other  developments  that  are  going  in..." 

Response  261:     See  Responses  1,   3,   36,  and  64. 
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Gigi  Piatt  -  President,  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
letter  written  21  November  1978 

Comment  262:     "Page  1  -  Para.   2  -  This  is  confusing  to 

the  reader  because  there  is  no  map  nor  any  reference  to 
the  page  on  which  one  will  find  a  map  of  the  project  area." 

Response  262:     References  from  Summary  to  text  and  figure 

elucidation  would  interrupt  the  Summary  and  make  it  difficult 
to  follow. 

Comment  263:     "Page  2  -  Para.   1  and  2  -  Since  this  is 

the  first  time  Cargo  West  and  Italian  Swiss  Colony  buildings 
are  mentioned,   it  would  be  helpful  to  the  reader  to  add 
words  such  as   'architecturally  significant1  or  'landmark' 
to  indicate  importance  to  the  reader  at  once." 

Response  263:     Page  2  of  the  Draft  EIR,  paragraph  1,   line  6 

has  been  changed  to  read  "brick,  landmark  building";  "land- 
mark" has  been  added  to  the  end  of  line  4,  paragraph  2. 

Comment  264:     "Page  4  -  Please  add  new  section  regarding  possible 

impact  on  water  level  under  this  filled  land  during  construction. 
The  effects  of  pile  driving  must  also  be  assessed.  These 
should  be  added  to  other  appropriate  sections  as  well." 

Response  264:     The  Summary  is  intended  to  contain  the  most 

important  impacts.     See  also  Responses  135  on  Telegraph 
Hill  drainage,  and  116  on  vibration  impacts  from  pile 
dr  iving . 

Comment  265:  "Page  5  -  Para.  E  -  With  regard  to  the  Pioneer 
Warehouse  wall,  the  impact  is  actually  the  removal  of 
the  wall.  A  possible  impact  could  result  from  problems 
encountered  in  relocation.  'It  is  difficult  to'  is  not 
appropriate  language  particularly  in  this  chapter.  For 
these  reasons,  additional  mitigation  measures  are  needed, 
and  those  stated  should  be  removed. 
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Response  265:     "It  is  difficult  to"  is  an  attempt  to  recognize 
that  reconstruction  of  the  wall  does  not  guarantee  an 
exact  replication.     See  also  Responses  142  and  234. 

Comment  266:     "Please  add  an  additional  paragraph  here  relative 
to  the  impact  which  would  be  realized  with  the  demolition 
of  all  buildings  in  Block  C." 

Response  266:     The  requested  information  has  been  added  on 
page  155  of  the  Draft  EIR  at  the  end  of  the  discussion 
of  Block  C. 

Comment  267:     "The  Landmarks  Board  is  deeply  concerned  by 
the  wording  for  mitigation  of  any  archeological  finds 
both  here  and  on  pages   (left  blank) .     It  would  seem  that 
the  consultant  is  unaware  of  the  fact  that  the  proposed 
development  is  totally  a  private  undertaking,  and  not 
subject  to  Federal  preservation  laws.     As  a  result  of 
the  discovery  of  the  Niantic,  members  of  the  Landmarks 
Board  met  with  that  developer  and  the  Environmental  Review 
Officer  to  discuss  ways  in  which  to  avoid  those  same  diffi- 
culties reoccuring  and  at  the  same  time  discussed  reasonable 
mitigation  measures  which  were  felt  to  be  fair  to  a  potential 
developer.     While  the  Landmarks  Board  has  developed  several 
alternative  wordings,  we  are  anxious  to  discuss  these 
directly  with  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  rather 
than  in  public  session." 

Response  267:     See  Response  326. 

Comment  268:     "page  8  -  Alternatives  -  This  is  inadequate 
to  the  point  of  being  subjective.     Also,  please  add  a 
'no  project'  alternative." 

Response  268:     The  alternatives  of  no  project   (see  Draft  EIR, 
page  192) ,  more  parking  and  changed  parking  locations 
have  been  added  to  the  Summary. 
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Comment  269;     "Page  9  -  Footnote  -  Should  be  page  17,  not 
page  19. "8 


Response  269:     This  typographical  error  has  been  corrected. 

Comment  270:     "Page  11  -  Is  1975  the  most  recent  zoning  map 
available?" 

Response  270:     The  date  on  Figure  2  has  been  corrected  to 
1978. 

Comment  271:     "Pages  13  and  14  -  Architectural/historical 

importance  of  Cargo  West  and  Italian  Swiss  Colony  should 
be  indicated." 

Response  271:     This  information  is  given  on  pages  80  and  81 
of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  272:     "Page  24  -  Figure  10  -  Shows  new  building  west 
of  Italian  Swiss  directly  connecting  into  the  landmark 
structure,  but  we  can  find  no  text  relative  to  this. 
Such  text  should  indicate  that  any  such  connection  would 
be  subject  to  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  procedures." 

Response  272:     Refer  to  Figure  10c,  which  has  been  added  to 

the  Draft  EIR,  regarding  connection  from  the  new  building 
on  Block  B  to  the  landmark  Italian  Swiss  Colony  building. 
See  also  Response  153. 

Comment  273:     "Pages  29,  31,  33  -  Developers  indicates  (sic) 
that  there  is  'some  fluidity'   to  design  shown  on  these 
pages.     We  feel  that  wording  to  that  effect  should  be 
included  in  the  EIR." 

Response  273:     See  Responses  39  and  105. 

Comment  274:     "Also  in  response  to  our  questions  developer 
indicated  that  the  building  in  Block  C  may  change 
'geometrically'.     This  should  be  indicated  on  Page  139." 
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Response  274:     This  information  has  been  added  to  the  EIR 
text,  page  138. 

Comment  275:     "Pages  37-39  -  Are  all  objectives  and  policies 
of  the  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Plan,  etc.  cited  and 
discussed?    And  specifically,  how  does  this  project  meet 
or  not  meet  these?" 

Response  275:     All  applicable  objectives  and  policies  deemed 

important  are  discussed  in  the  EIR.     See  also  Responses  155, 
156,  157  and  160. 

Comment  276:     "Also,  wouldn't  this  be  the  appropriate  place 
to  discuss  applicable  preservation  laws  and  procedures 
such  as  the  historic  district  overlay,  Certificates  of 
Appropriateness,  and  perhaps  the  effects  of  landmark 
designation?" 

Response  276:     See  Response  153. 

Comment  277:     "Page  45  -  Figure  24  -  Please  verify  using  original 
source  documents  the  date  of  this  map.     There  is  serious 
doubt  that  the  correct  date  is  1853." 

Response  277:     The  source  of  the  document  containing  the  1853 
shoreline  is  Dames  and  Moore  Foundation  Investigation, 
Proposed  Greenwich  Square  Project,  San  Francisco,  California, 
28  August  1974. 

Comment  278:     "Page  53  -  Last  sentence,  top  para.  -  Please 

verify  that  pond  exists  due  to  'garden  irrigation'.  Some 
feel  there  is  another  reason  for  its  being.     Also,  what 
may  happen  to  stability  of  hill  if  this  pond  is  drained?" 

Response  278:     The  collection  of  water  in  the  small  pond  in 

the  northwestern  part  of  parcel  F  is  probably  the  result 
of  garden  irrigation  from  uphill  residences,  as  stated 
in  the  Draft  EIR.     To  determine  whether  the  water  contains 
materials  from  sewer  leaks  would  require  chemical  testing 
of  the  water.     See  also  Response  135. 
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Comment  279;     "Page  61  -  Parking.     First  sentence  reads  as 

though  one  can  park  on  both  sides  of  Sansome  Street  within 
the  project  area.     This  is  not  true." 

Response  279:     Parking  is  allowed  on  both  sides  of  Sansome 
Street  within  the  project  area. 

Comment  280;     "Page  62  -  top  -  line  3  -  What  is  the  'Greenwich 
stub'?" 

Response  280:     The  end  of  Greenwich  Street,  west  of  Sansome; 
see,  for  example,  Figure  3,  page  17,  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  281:     "Page  65  -  Transportation  -  Will  tracks  to  the 
Walters  Building  be  removed?    Will  any  other  tracks  in 
the  project  area  be  removed?     If  so,  why?    And  what  effect 
will  this  have  on  the  area?    Should  be  discussed  also 
on  page  98  under  Impacts  and  perhaps  again  under  Mitigation. 
Please  give  particular  attention  to  this  discussion  as 
it  is  and  has  been  of  great  concern  to  many  other  agencies 
and  jurisdictions." 

Response  281:     The  Walters  Warehouse  is  the  only  remaining 

railroad  car  user  in  the  project  area.     The  sponsor  does 
not  plan  to  remove  any  other  rail  tracks  in  the  area. 
The  spur  track  serving  the  Walters  Warehouse  would  be 
removed,  as  Filbert  Street  between  Sansome  and  Front  Streets 
is  planned  to  be  used  as  a  pedestrian  mall.     See  also 
Response  173. 

Comment  282:     Pages  67-71  -  Land  Use  -  Construction  dates 

for  buildings  mentioned  are  important  since  this  is  the 
first  time  they  are  mentioned.     Also,  when  it  is  indicated 
that  a  building,  buildings  or  an  area  is  vacant,  explain 
why.     At  present,  it  reads  as  though  it  is  a  bombed-out 
area  with  no  viable  enterprise  which  is  not  true. 
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"At  some  point,  to  explain  the  above  and  why  this  project 
is  being  presented,  a  brief  background  of  the  area's  con- 
temporary history   (1968  and  following)   is  essential  to 
decision  makers,  and  will  assist  in  the  comprehension 
of  such  things  as  vacant  land  and  buildings.     Great  care 
must  be  taken  to  assure  objectivity." 

Response  282;     Appendix  B,  Historic  and  Archaeologic  Resources, 

pages  14  through  36,  and  62  through  73  describes  the  buildings, 
their  use  and  construction  dates  before  and  after  the 
1906  earthquake  in  the  project  area. 

As  the  food  storage  and  warehousing  businesses  declined 
in  this  area  at  the  time  of  the  closing  of  the  produce 
markets,  most  food  service  tenants  moved  away.     They  were 
replaced  by  various  tenants  varying  from  antique  shops, 
professional  firms  such  as  architects  and  design  firms, 
local  artisans,  and  a  performing  dance  troup   (Xoregor) . 
Some  buildings  were  converted  to  other  uses,  such  as  restau- 
rants  (Cargo  West) ,  and  the  two  Ice  House  buildings  became 
a  design  center. 

Many  tenants  left  as  development  plans  were  announced 
in  1968  and  again  in  1973.     By  1977,  most  buildings  were 
empty,  as  the  majority  of  remaining  tenants  moved  away. 

During  the  period  1968-78,  some  buildings  were  demolished, 
e.g.,  Whittel  warehouse  on  block  D,  and  these  areas  and 
other  elements  of  open  space  were  converted  to  parking 
lots  for  customers  of  the  Ice  House  and  office  workers 
in  various  buildings  near  this  area.     See  also  Response  254. 

Comment  283;     "Page  73  -  Proposed  Land  Use  -  Para.  2  - 
Change   'North  Point  Pier'   to  Pier  39." 

Response  283;     The  "North  Point  Pier"  actually  involves  piers  37 
through  41.     The  EIR  was  titled  North  Point  Park/Marina, 
EE75.368. 
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Comment  284;     "Page  74  -  Visual  Quality  -  Para.  1  -  Change 

'late  1800 's'  to  'mid-1800 1 s ' .     And  in  second  to  the  last 
line,  delete  'in  poor  structural  condition'  which  is  not 
accurate.     The  contemporary  history  suggested  above  will 
show  this  to  be  untrue." 

Response  284:     On  page  74,   "Visual  Quality",  line  2,  the  term 
"late"   (1800 's)   has  been  changed  to  "mid".     The  phrase 
in  line  5,   "...in  poor  structural  conditions..."  has  been 
deleted . 

Comment  285;     "Para.  2  -  Must  be  completely  re-written. 

It  is  inaccurate,  inadequate,  and  highly  subjective  to 
the  point  of  being  self-serving.     Also,   in  the  re-write, 
please  add  information  of  the  visual  character  of  roof 
top  construction." 

Response  285:  The  phrase  "in  poor  structural  condition"  has 
been  deleted  from  paragraph  2.  See  also  Responses  123, 
138  and  170. 

Comment  286:  "Page  75  -  Historical  -  Since  Yerba  Buena  Cove 
is  not  near  Telegraph  Hill,  the  first  two  sentences  are 
confusing.     Re-write  giving  location  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove." 

Response  286:     The  opening  paragraph  is  written  to  relate 
the  location  of  Telegraph  Hill  to  the  early  center  of 
commerce  at  Yerba  Buena  Cove.     Today,  this  area  contains 
a  portion  of  the  financial  district. 

Comment  287:     "Para.  3  -  1.7  -  instead  of  "not  first",  insert 

'among  the  earliest'.     Last  three  lines,  please  add  ' ...A&B), 
part  of  Law's  Wharf.     Also,  last  line,   'in  about'   is  redun- 
dant. . . " 

Response  287:     "Not  first"  clarifies  that  wharves  and  ware- 
houses of  the  project  area  were  among  the  earliest  on 
the  San  Francisco  waterfront,  yet  followed  the  construc- 
tion of  other  wharves  and  warehouses. 
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Law's  Wharf  is  noted  on  page  19  of  Appendix  B  to  the  Draft 
EIR. 

Comment  288:     "Para.  4  -  4th  to  last  line  -  Figure  30  and 

31  are  for  later  years,  and  therefore,  not  appropriate 
here.     Plate  3  in  Appendix  B  is  of  sufficient  import  to 
be  plaved   (sic)   in  this  document.     As  a  general  rule, 
any  such  photo  which  is  necessary  to  the  understanding 
of  this  document  should  be  here.     If  it  is  not,  delete 
mention  as  it  is  stipulated  that  Appendix  B  does  exist." 

Response  288:     Figures  30  and  31  illustrate  the  clipper  ships, 
warehouses  and  wharves  that  are  discussed  in  paragraph  4. 

Plate  3  in  Appendix  B  and  Figure  31  in  the  Draft  EIR  depict 
wharf  development  and  ships  for  the  years  1857  and  1868 
respectively.     Figure  31  is  a  clearer  reproduction  and 
was,  therefore,  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  EIR. 

Comment  289:     "Page  79  -  Para.  2  -  line  2  -...in  1979.  The 

only  above  ground  structural  remnent   (sic)   remaining  from 
the  warehouses  in  or  near  the  buildings  in  this  Gifford 
lithograph  is  the  wall  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse   (on  Block  A 
just  beyond  to  the  lower  right.     Insert  underlined  and 
delete  rest  of  original  sentence." 

Response  289:     The  sentence  has  been  reworded,  as  follows: 
"...in  1969.     The  only  above  ground  structural  remnant 
remaining  from  the  warehouses  is  the  wall  of  The  Pioneer 
Warehouse,  which  still  stands  on  Block  A  of  Levi's  PLaza. 

Comment  290:     "Para.  3  -  Is  inaccurate  perhaps  because  it 
is  too  simplistic.     Last  sentence  is  far  too  long  and 
therefore  confusing." 

Response  290:     The  end  of  sentence,  after  "fashionable  address", 
has  been  deleted. 
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Comment  291:     "Para.  4  -  Historic  District  -  It  is  inaccurate 
to  say  that  district  was  designated  'because  of  the  Gold 
Rush  warehouses  preserved  from  the  1906  fire,  etc  and 
continuing  to  p.  80.     This  entire  section  must  be  rewritten 
for  accuracy  to  reflect  LM  Board  reasons,  CPC  action  and 
involvement.     Last  sentence  in  last  Para,  should  be  deleted 
unless  relevance  can  be  established." 

Response  291;     The  text  on  pages  79-80  was  based  on  information 
included  in  the  DEIR  report  prepared  by  Nancy  and  Roger 
Olmsted  and  Allen  Pastron,  Appendix  B.     The  last  sentence 
of  paragraph  3,  page  80  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  292 t     "p.  80  -  Line  2  -  Change  "or"  to  "and"  to  show 
both  architectural  and  historical  importance. 

Response  292;     "Or"  has  been  changed  to  "and". 

Comment  293:     "Footnote  -  After  Supervisors,  add  date  and 

Ordinance  #;  give  CPC  Resolution  #.     Delete  archeological. " 

Response  293;     The  word  "archeological"  has  been  deleted. 
The  other  requested  information  falls  within  the  area 
of  detail  prohibited  in  this  section  of  an  EIR. 

Comment  294;     "Page  81  -  Para.  3.  -  Re-write.     Developer  agrees 
that  he  does  not  wish  to  restore  exactly  to  1903  photo 
or  use,  and  Landmarks  Board  would  not  want  him  to  as  one 
can  plainly  see  in  examining  the  photo  in  Appendix  B." 

Response  294:     The  following  paragraph  has  been  inserted  in 
place  of  paragraph  2,  page  81. 

"The  sponsor  plans  to  refurbish  the  exterior  of  the  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building  and  convert  it  to  office  and  retail 
use   (see  Figures  10a,  b,  c,  d,  pages  24a,  b,  c,  d  for 
details.     Appendix  B,  plate  20,  provides  additional  historical 
details  on  this  structure)." 


Comment  295;     "Para.  4  -  Please  delete  "While  neither  as  elab- 
orate nor  as  finished  in  exterior  detail,"...  As  what? 
Unclear,  unnecessary  and  inaccurate  commentary.     See  attached 
wording . " 

Response  295:     The  passage  has  been  reworded,  as  requested, 
to  read  "...brick  building,  that  is  in  keeping  with..." 

Comment  296;     "Page  82  -  Para.  1  -  May  we  please  have  the 

source  for  the  sentence  beginning  "It  was  the  south  wall 
of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse..."?  2nd  to  last  line  -  delete 
"Concrete. " " 

Response  296:     The  sentence  in  paragraph  1  beginning  with 

"it"  has  been  deleted.     The  last  sentence  in  paragraph  1 
has  been  revised. 

Comment  297;     "Para.  2  -  Either  here  or  in  para.  3,  please 
identify  Cowell.     Is  Plate  19  an  accurate  reference? 
Second  to  last  line  -  put  a  period  after  "cargo"  and  delete 
rest  of  sentence." 

Response  297:     Cowell' s  Wharf  and  Warehouse  is  described  in 

Appendix  B  beginning  on  page  19.     "Plate  19,  Appendix  B..." 
has  been  changed  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  "Plate  9,  Appendix  B..." 
A  period  has  been  placed  after  "cargo"  and  the  rest  of 
the  sentence  deleted. 

Comment  298:     "Page  83  -  paragraph  1  -  Delete  last  sentence." 

Response  298;     The  Vorpal  Galleries  has  not  been  designated 
an  historic  landmark. 

Comment  299:     "Para.  2  -  Building  is  known  as  Sperry  Flour 
or  Abbot  Tower  Building  or  a  joining  of  the  two.  Last 
sentence  is  inaccurate  in  its  entirety.     The  most  important 
thing  about  it  is  its  construction  of  feroconcrete  (sic) 
at  a  very  early  date,  and  one  of  the  earliest  in  San  Fran- 
cisco.    See  LM  Case  Report." 
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Response  299:     Sper ry-Abbott  is  a  joining  of  the  two  names. 
The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  2  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  300:     "Footnote  -  Might  be  more  appropriately  placed 
earlier  so  one  knows  what  Appendix  B  is." 

Response  300:     The  first  reference  to  Appendix  B  is  made  on 
page  76  of  the  Draft  EIR,  paragraph  2. 

Comment  301:     "Add  that  LPAB  be  notified  in  the  event  of  cultural/ 
archeol. /historical  remains  be  found." 

Response  301:     The  following  sentence  has  been  added  at  the 
beginning  of  paragraph  2,  p.  182:     "Should  any  cultural 
or  archaeological  artifacts  be  found  during  excavation 
for  the  proposed  project,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer 
and  The  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  would  be  notified. 

Comment  302:     "pg.  92.     Pop  &  Employ,  misleading  because  doesn't 
refer  to  evictions   (1(1)   112  should  say  how  many  employed 
or  living  in  project  area  in  1975." 

Response  302:     See  Response  254. 

Comment  303:     "pg.  97-98  Groundwater.     Should  deal  with  pumping 
&  effects  on  other  buildings  in  area  and  the  on-going 
sewer  project.     Footnote  1,  pg.  98  refers  to  a  study  done 
long  before  sewer  project  and  therefore  not  adequate  citation 
or  study." 

Response  303:     See  Response  135. 

Comment  304:     "There  should  be  a  section  following  Noise, 

which  begins  on  pg.  126,  dealing  with  the  effects  of  pile 
driving  on  buildings  in  are — and  probably  also  on  Tel. 
Hill!" 

Response  304:     See  Response  116. 
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Comment  305;     "pg.  151,  line  6  Pioneer  Warehouse  should  be 

1851.     Line  7,  Cargo  West  1907.     Who  decided  on  list  of 
buildings  in  1fl?  to  which  "impacts  appear  to  be  confined"? 
2nd  11  not  the  plan." 

Response  305;     Sentence  2,  paragraph  1,  page  151  has  been 
revised. 

Comment  306;     "3rd  para,     what  is  the  source,   if  any,  for 

statement  "...structures  of  somewhat  lesser  historical 
value..."  Not  in  Olmsted,  nor  judgment  of  LPAB.  What 
about  Gen.  Eng.  buildings?  Our  original  letter  should 
be  included." 

"Comment  that  Sperry-Abbott  is  later  doesn't  make  sense- 
— what's  8  years?     I  don't  like  comment  on  condition  of 
Vorpal  because  that  is  not  what  makes  a  building  important 
or  not." 

Response  306;     The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  3  has  been 
deleted.     See  also  Response  181. 

Comment  307;     "pg.  152.     As  I  recall  we  took  position  that 
project  trade-offs  justified  loss  of  certain  buildings 
— not  "needs  of  Levi's  Plaza  development".     Strike  "and 
the  consensus" — the  public  didn't  "vote"  at  our  meeting. 
Line  6 — "studies"  should  be  "case  reports"  or  historical 
and  architectural  studies — we  didn't  do  engin.  studies 
for  example." 

Response  307;     The  sentence  has  been  reworded  to  read  "...LPAB 
after  a  public  hearing..." 
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Comment  308;     "page  153 ,  line  1,  changes  "dates"  to  "stood." 

Add  as  well  as  possible  pier  remains  may  be  encountered." 

Response  308;     "Dates"  has  been  replaced  with  "stood."  The 

rest  of  the  line  has  been  changed  as  follows;  "...1954, 
or  pier  remains  may  be  encountered  below  present..." 

Comment  309;     "2nd  11 — add  what  I've  underlined;     "nature  of 
the  remains  have  not  proven  of  sufficient  interest... 
historians  to  preserve  segments." 

Response  309;     The  requested  additions  have  been  made. 

Comment  310;     " (f f  Olmsted)     Nowhere  do  they  say  what  will 

be  done  to  it.     Swiss  for  instance — except  cost  on  pg.  158. 
Nor  that  the  LPAB  will  pass  on  the  work." 

Response  310;     See  Response  153. 

Comment  311;     "pg.  170.     Hist,  line  2 — change  1852  to  1851. 
Response  311;     The  date  has  been  changed. 

Comment  312;     "page  151  -  paragraph  1  -  Please  change  last 

sentence  to  read  "to  be  retained  onsite  in  the ...  restored 
in  conformance  with  Landmarks  Board  standards  under  Certi- 
ficate of  Appropriateness  procedures." 

Response  312;     See  Response  153. 

Comment  313;     "para.  2  -  No  one  has  indicated  that  the  wall 

should  be  reconstructed  to  recreate  its  original  appearance. 

Response  313;  If  the  wall  has  to  be  disassembled,  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  point  in  reassembling  it,  unless  an  attempt 
is  made  to  recreate  the  original  appearance. 

Comment  314;     "paragraph  3  -  In  the  4th  to  last  line,  delete 
"Dilapidated  and  partially  architecturally  despoiled" 
as  inappropriate  to  an  EIR  and  untrue  to  this  degree." 
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Response  314:     "The  presently"  to  "despoiled"  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  315:     "p.  179  -  last  11  —  "redesign  has  taken  place 
since  Olmsted  June  report." 

Response  315:     See  Response  235. 

Comment  316:     "pg.  181(6).     Who  gets  this  report?    Who  evaluates 
it?" 

Response  316:     The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to   (6) , 
pg .  181. : 

"This  report  would  be  submitted  to  the  Environmental  Review 
Officer  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board." 

Comment  317:     "Also  write  in  specific  retrieval,  storage  and 
possible  display  organization." 

Response  317:     The  project  sponsor  is  willing  to  make  a  good 

faith  effort  for  the  specific  retrieval,  storage,  and  possible 
display  of  archaeological  findings,  including  old  sailing 
ships.     The  Project  Sponsor  has  a  self-interest  in  pre- 
serving any  artifacts  or  ships  because  the  retrieval  and 
display  of  such  artifacts  would  enhance  this  project. 
In  the  event  the  archaeological  findings  are  not  suitable 
for  the  Sponsor's  display  purposes,  the  Sponsor  would 
be  willing  to  donate  any  artifacts  to  any  appropriate  preser- 
vation organization  recommended  by  the  Landmarks  Preserva- 
tion Advisory  Board.     A  report  on  any  findings  and  their 
ultimate  disposition  would  be  submitted  to  the  Office 
of  Environmental  Review  for  the  case  file. 

In  the  absence  of  governmental  funds  for  this  purpose, 
or  a  legal  requirement  for  project  sponsor  to  assume  finan- 
cial responsibility,   it  is  not  possible  to  state  specific 
retrieval,  storage  or  -display  plans. 

Comment  318:     "pg.  192,  2nd  ff  last  3  lines.     This  sentence 

can't  be  proven.     In  addition,  parcel  by  parcel  develop, 
might  preserve  other  buildings  of  value." 

149 


Response  318:     The  conditional  tense  was  used  to  indicate 

uncertainty,  not  proof.     The  following  sentence  has  been 
added  at  the  end  of  paragraph  2,  page  192:     "However,  under 
parcel-by-parcel  development  it  is  possible  that  additional 
buildings  could  be  preserved. 

Comment  319:     "Whole  para,   in  question — self-serving.  Why 

would  parcel  by  parcel  "increase  difficulty  of  implementing 
goals..."?    Why  would  "a  more  uniform  and  coordinated 
design"  be  more  "in  keeping  with  the  historical  scale" 
than  parcel  by  parcel?" 

Response  319:     Coordinated  planning  is  difficult  and  time- 
consuming  to  achieve  when  dealing  with  a  multitude  of 
independent  developers,  as  compared  to  dealing  with  a 
single  developer.     "In  keeping  with  the  historical  scale 
of  the  area"  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  320:     "pg.  197. b.     Strike  "noted  for ...  significance" 

because  even  ugly  recent  buildings  could  add  to  the  "char- 
acter" of  a  "warehouse  district."     Strike  "turn  of  century" 
(sic) — no  one  ever  said  it  was  just  that.     The  district 
has  always  been  considered  an  "evolution"  or  "progression"." 

Response  320:     "Turn-of-the-century"  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  321:     "pg.  197.     Add  Gen.  Eng.  to  list  under  b — and 
any  others  in  our  letter." 

Response  321:     Noted  and  accepted. 

Comment  322:     "page  201  -Loss  of  archi tectrally  and  historically 
significant  buildings,  particularly  in  block  C,  would 
be  " irreversable"  (sic)." 

Response  322:     The  following  sentence  has  been  added:  "The 

loss  of  architecturally  and  historically  noted  buildings, 
particularly  on  Block  C,  would  be  irreversible." 
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Comment  323;     "...there  are  cobblestone  streets,  particularly 

Filbert  which  is  to  be  closed  off,  and  these  streets  should 
be  saved." 

Response  323:     Any  cobbles  that  are  removed  as  a  part  of  the 
landscaping  work  associated  with  Filbert  Street  or  any 
other  cobblestone  paved  area  would  either  be  used  in  the 
landscaping  within  the  project  area  or  turned  over  to 
the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  use  in  landscaping  projects 
elsewhere  in  San  Francisco. 

Comment  324:     "p.  203  -  Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt,     p.  207  -  Mr.  Lanier" 

Response  324:     The  requested  changes  have  been  made. 

Comment  325:     "Block  D.  Plans  have  been  changed  &  Block  D 

will  be  excavated  to  6  feet  below  present  grade  for  a  stream 
and  a  "dramatic  fountain"   (Allen  Tempko,  Nov.  14,  1978 
S.F.  Chronicle) .     Therefore  the  "no  impact  language"  on 
page  155  Block  D  is  no  longer  adequate." 

Response  325:     The  paragraph  under  "Block  D   (bounded  by  Battery, 
etc.)"  on  page  155  has  been  reworded. 

Comment  326:     "Page  182   [paragraph  2]    [line  4]   "then  the  Environ- 
mental Review  Office  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
will  be  notified  immediately  upon  discovery  of  cultural 
materials.     With  the  assistance  of  a  qualified  historical 
or  pre-historic  archaeologist  and  any  expert  or  experts 
(such  as  maritime)   that  may  be  required,  the  Office  will 
make  a  determination  as  to  the  significance  of  the  find 
with  respect  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
standards  and  recommend  mitigation  measures  if  any  are 
deemed  necessary.     Excavation  or  construction  that  may 
be  damaging  to  the  cultural  resource  discovered  will  be 
suspended  during  the  period  required  for  inspection  and 
recommendation. " 

Response  326:     The  referenced  passage  has  been  reworded. 
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Comment  327;     "...we  would  like  to  have  included,  in  whatever 
Dr.  Bendix  considers  to  be  the  appropriate  place,  the 
letter  or  letters  between  the  Landmarks  Board  and  the 
developer  with  regard  to  project  C,  block  C." 

Response  327;     This  correspondence  has  been  added  to  Appen- 
dix B,  Historic  and  Archaeologic  Resources,  following 
Figure  32,  page  88. 

Comment  328;     "...we  discussed  the  fact  that  the  developer 

would  attempt  to  do  that,  but  if  he  could  do  not,  to  my 
rememberance ,  there  was  nothing  said  about  the  wall  being 
rebuilt  exactly  as  it  is  at  present. 

"I  believe  the  discussion  centered  around  the  use  of  the 
rubble  from  that  wall  in  another  location  within  the  project 
site  and  in  perhaps  in  a  very  different  form  than  a  wall. 
It  could  be  some  form  of  sculpture..." 

Response  328;     The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  relocate  a  portion 
of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  Wall  to  a  suitable  location  in 
the  public  park.     Final  plans  have  not  been  developed 
for  its  removal  and  siting;  current  plans  are  to  place 
it  as  a  freestanding  sculpture  or  monument,  with  an  appropriate 
historical  marker. 

Stewart  Kuhn 

Comment  329;     "...we  have  a  very  excellent  view  from  our  home, 
and  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  project  that's  being 
proposed  here,  as  I  understand  it,  would  be  a  substantial 
enhancement  over  what  we're  presently  looking  at  from 
our  little  vantage  point  here  up  on  Telegraph  Hill." 

Response  329;     No  response. 

Comment  330;     "I  would  deduce  from  some  of  the  comments  that 

have  been  made  earlier  tonight  that  there  are  a  few  people 
here  who  would  like  to  call  upon  Mr.  Bakar  to  resolve 


the  parking  problems  in  this  north  waterfront  area  as 
they  have  been  compounded  by  Pier  39,  by  the  racquetball 
operation  down  here,  and  various  other  enterprises.  Well, 
if  we're  going  to  call  upon  him  to  solve  those  problems, 
I'd  like  to  have  him  also  solve  the  problems  up  at  Coit 
Tower.     I  don't  think  it's  reasonable  to  do  that. 

"I  have  read  this  EIR  very  carefully,  and  thoroughly, 
and  it's  my  feeling  that  the  problems  of  parking  within 
the  project  area  have  been  very  adequately  resolved... 

"I  think  the  compromise  that's  been  made  here  in  terms 
of  furnishing  parking  for  office  and  retail  use  is  a  very 
adequate  one.     Again,  the  point,  if  you're  going  to  furnish 
additional  parking,   it  will  probably  be  utilized,  whereas 
I  think  what  we  should  be  striving  for  is  to  have  public 
transit  being  used  to  the  maximum  extent  possible." 

Response  330:     No  response. 
Roland  Selman 

Comment  331:     "I  would  like  to  ask  that  some  considerations 
be  made  for  guest  parking  for  visitors  and  people  tha 
live  in  this  condominium  area.     We've  talked  to  the  developer 
about  it  and  I  simply  ask  that  that  discussion  sort  of 
be  incorporated  in  the  EIR  so  we  can  see  what  our  living 
conditions  will  be  if  the  project  goes  forward." 

Response  331:     The  sponsor  has  agreed  that,   if  requested  to 
do  so  by  the  Telegraph  Landing  Homeowners  Association, 
a  separate  entrance  to  the  F  Block  garage  would  be  created 
on  Lombard  Street,  adjacent  to  Telegraph  Landing.  This 
would  provide  nighttime  and  weekend  garage  parking  for 
Telegraph  Landing,  F  Block  condominium  and  Telegraph  Hill 
residents  and  their  guests. 

Comment  332:     "...if  there  is  an  entrance  on  Lombard  as  to 
whether  that  entrance  would  be  for  the  entire  800  car 
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garage  or  if  it  would  be  for  some  smaller  portion,  such 
as  condominium  units  only." 

Response  332:     The  F  Block  garage  entrance  on  Lombard  Street 
(see  Figure  16,  page  30)  would  be  restricted  to  the  approximately 
190  parking  spaces  for  F  Block  condominium  owner/residents. 
The  residential  garage  entrance  would  be  electronically  controlled 
and  would  not  be  accessible  to  nonresident  parkers. 

Comment  333:     "Another  issue  that  has  been  talked  about,  but 
which  is  still  open,   I  think,  to  further  consideration 
is  the  phasing  of  this  development.     I  know  that  the  EIR 
talks  about  phasing  it  in  two  phases  and  going  certain 
stages  in  one  order.     I  think  it,  based  upon  comments 
last  Thursday  night  from  Mr.  Bakar  that  it  might  be  possible 
to  build  this  building  F  all  in  a  single  fell  swoop,  but 
rather  than  staging  it  through  several  years,  and  I  think 
that  the  phasing  of  the  construction  of  this  project  should 
be  done  in  such  a  manner  that  it  will  minimize  the  incon- 
venience to  the  residents  and  the  people  that  live  on 
the  hill  and  down  at  the  landing." 

Response  333:     The  following  has  been  added  to  Alternatives 
section,  entitled  "5.     Condominium  Construction  Phasing 
Alternative . " 

"The  proposed  phasing  of  the  various  elements  of  the  pro- 
ject is  outlined  in  3:     Project  Scheduling  and  Cost,  on 
page  16.     The  sponsor  has  stated  that,  dependent  upon 
the  success  of  the  planned  condominium  preconstruct ion 
sales  program,  it  may  be  possible  to  construct  Block  F 
in  its  entirety  in  the  initial  construction  phase. 

Comment  334:     "...I  realize  that  we're  going  to  have  some  serious 
problems  during  the  development  of  the  project  with  respect 
to  temporary  parking." 

Response  334:     See  Response  78. 
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Comment  335;     "I  think  in  connection  with  the  sales  operation, 
if  they  build  building  F  and  the  condominiums,  they're 
going  to  need  a  place  for  the  prospective  purchasers  to 
park,  that  sort  of  thing." 

Response  335:     The  sponsor  states  that  during  the  condominium 
sales  program,  parking  would  be  provided  in  enclosed  off- 
street  areas  on  Blocks  F  and  G.     After  the  proposed  garages 
are  completed  in  Blocks  F  and  G,  parking  would  be  provided 
for  prospective  purchasers  in  one  of  those  structures. 

Comment  336;     "...one  of  our  residents  had  to  leave  early  this 
evening.     He  couldn't  stay  up  until  11:00.     He  asked  me 
to  mention  to  you  his  concern  about  traffic  lights  along 
Sansome  and  Battery  Street,  and  his  request  that  there 
be  some  identification  of  where  traffic  lights  were  going 
to  be  placed  and  what  effect  the  traffic  lights  would 
have  on  traffic  in  that  area.     Thank  you." 

Response  336:     Pages  190  and  191   (paragraphs  1  and  2)  indicate 
potential  mitigation  measures  involving  traffic  signals, 
the  location  of  these  signals,  and  their  likely  impact 
on  traffic  conditions  in  the  area.     The  Interdepartmental 
Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and  Transportation,  at  its 
meeting  on  12  October  1978,  agreed  that  it  would  be  desire- 
able  to  provide  traffic  signals  for  the  midblock  crossing 
of  Battery  street  at  Filbert  Street  and  that  signals  might 
be  necessary  at  the  intersection  of  Sansome  and  Greenwich 
Streets. 

Rhoda  Parks 

Comment  337:     "I'd  like  to  refer  to  page  125.     I'm  talking 

about  sunlight  and  it  states  here  that  about  40,  50  percent 
of  sunlight  will  be  blocked  to  the  residents  in  Telegraph 
Landing,  and  I  don't  think  enough  considereation  has  been 
given  to  the  effect  to  their  life  style  by  this  blockage 
of  sunlight." 
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Response  337;     See  Response  141. 

Comment  338;     "Referring  to  the  elevation  on  page  147,  there 

is  a  list  of  foot  measurements  on  the  right,  and  my  property 
is  at  an  elevation  of  plus  90,  and  block  F  is  shown  to 
be  at  an  elevation  of  122,  which  is  distance  of  32  differ- 
ence there.     I  think,  looking  at  eye  level  at  a  mass  90 
feet  below  is  one  thing,  but  to  stare  up  out  and  look 
32  feet  above  that,  which  is  equivalent  to  a  three-story 
building,   is  being  very  insensitive  to  the  residents  at 
that  point;  and  I  think  it's  also  insensitive  to  pedestrians 
below  because  they  probably  won't  be  aware  there  is  a 
hill  beyond  this  tall  building." 

Response  338;     Telegraph  Hill  would  not  be  visible  from  the 

south  side  of  Lombard  Street  if  a  one  story  building  occupied 
Block  F.     See  paragraph  3,  page  149  of  the  Draft  EIR  regarding 
the  effect  Building  F  would  have  on  views  from  Telegraph 
Hill.     See  also  Response  47  with  new  Figures  38,  39,  40 
and  41. 

Comment  339;     "And  in  reference  to  the  venting  of  carbon  monoxide, 
I'd  like  to  refer  to  page  119  which  claims  that  carbon 
monoxide  in  high  concentrations  can  cause  dizziness,  uncon- 
sciousness and  even  death.     Well,  I  would  think  that  carbon 
monoxide  fumes  from  800  cars  that  would  be  vented  out 
at  this  point  straight  into  my  windows  is  a  high  concen- 
tration, and  I  strongly  object  to  that  on  my  property." 

Response  339;     See  Response  112. 

Comment  340;     "Also,  I'm  concerned  about  the  effect  of  pile 
driving  in  block  F  due  to  the  fact  that  it's  very  close 
to  the  hill  and  I'd  like  to  know  what  effects  that  will 
have  on  the  properties  and  the  structures." 

Response  340;     See  Responses  101  and  116. 
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Maurice  Klebolt 

Comment  341;     "I've  briefly  looked  at  this  map,  and  I  note 

also  on  the  rendering  over  there... that  along  The  Embar- 
cadero  there  is  a  provision  for  tracks  between  the  roadway, 
but  I  notice  no  provision  for  any  type  of  passenger  loading 
or  unloading  facility  in  or  near  this  development... 

"We  have  been  attempting  very  strongly ...  to  push  the  plan 
for  a  rail  service  on  the  tracks  of  the  belt  railway, 
northeastern  waterf ront . . .we  feel  that  your  Commission... 
should  realize  that  adequate  service  is  not  being  delivered 
today  to  the  northern  waterfront,   it  will  not  be  delivered 
tomorrow,   it  will  not  be  delivered  when  this  complex  opens 
unless  there  is  a  provision  made  by  the  developer  f or ...  handling 
of  people  who  use  public  transit." 

Response  341;     Provision  for  passenger  loading  would  be  made 

at  such  time  as  decisions  occurred  making  them  necessary. 
Provision  of  public  transit  is  a  governmental  function. 

Comment  342;     "We  as  citizens  don't  want  to  see  a  glut  of 

diesel  buses  on  the  waterfront  area... don't  like  the  noise 
and  the  fumes  of  diesel  buses... We  feel  that  the  intrusion 
of  overhead  wires  can  be  nullified  through  the  use  of  proper 
green  trees,  a  nice  row  of  green  hedge  or  tree  along  this 
right  of  way,  but  here  again,  there's  nothing  apparently 
in  the  EIR  that,   in  this  draft,  that  moves  the  issue  of 
where  will  the  stop  be,   if  there  is  to  be  a  service  on 
the  northern  water front ...  there  is  no  place  on  that  proposal 
over  there,  nor  on  the  maps,  to  use  those  tracks  for  the 
carriage  of  people  to  this  complex..." 

Response  342;     The  Public  Utilities  Commission  will  determine 

whether  or  not,  and  which  type  of  additional  public  transpor- 
tation vehicles,  to  add  to  the  existing  public  transit 
network . 
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The  location  of  bus  stops  would  be  worked  out  through 
meetings  with  the  project  sponsor,  the  MUNI  and  Golden 
Gate  Transit. 

The  planting  of  evergreen  trees  can  only  partially  mitigate 
addition  of  overhead  electrical  wires.     The  sponsor  would 
underground  the  existing  electrical  and  telephone  wires, 
in  order  to  improve  the  appearance  of  the  project  area. 

The  use  of  electrically  powered  vehicles  changes  the  loca- 
tion of  air  pollution;   it  uses  more,  not  less,  energy 
than  is  used  by  diesel  engines  because  of  energy  losses 
in  generation  and  transmission  of  electricity. 

Should  a  light  rail  facility  be  planned,   it  would  be  subject 
to  independent  environmental  review.     There  is  no  legal 
basis  for  requiring  the  developer  to  pay  for  light  rail 
equipment. 

Bennet  Wall 

Comment  343;     "I  had  come  here  originally  this  evening  hoping 
to  speak  about  the  traffic  problems,  but  I'm  told  the 
traffic  plans  are  going  to  be  changed  in  the  next  couple 
of  days." 

Response  343;     See  Response  5. 

Comment  344;     "I  had  wanted  to  talk  about  the  visual  impact, 
but  that's  being  changed." 

Response  344;     See  revised  Figures  9,  10,  10-A,  10-B,  10-C, 
10-D,   15,   16,   17,   18,   19,   20,   21,   22,   33,   37,   38,  39, 
40  and  41.     See  also  Responses  39,   47,   90,   314  and  272. 

Comment  345;     "I  wanted  to  talk  about  the  parking,  but  that's 
going  to  be  changed." 
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Response  345;  There  have  been  no  changes  in  proposed  project 
parking,  except  the  revised  Figure  16  (see  Response  39) , 
showing  the  revised  garage  entryways,  which  were  changed 
by  the  project  sponsor  in  response  to  requests  from  area 
residents . 

Comment  346;     "And  the  phasing  is  going  to  be  changed." 

Response  346;     The  planned  general  phasing  of  the  construction 
of  the  project  remains  unchanged.     However,  the  sponsor 
believes  that  the  construction  schedule  for  the  F  Block 
condominium,  B  and  C  Block  Buildings  would  probably  be 
shortened  from  original  estimates. 

Comment  347;     "And  there's  going  to  be  a  final  report  and  that's 
going  to  tell  us  all  about  it  and  we're  not  going  to  have 
a  chance  to  study  it." 

Response  347;     After  certification,   250  copies  of  the  Final 
EIR  will  be  printed  and  available  for  public  study. 

Comment  348;  "The  visual  impact,  we  were  told  that  there  are 
new  drawings  which  we  have  not  had  yet." 

Response  348;     See  new  Figures  34,   38,   39,   40  and  41. 

Comment  349;     "The  parking  problem  in  terms  of  the  August  1977 
or  1978  still,  how  did  that  tie  into  the  October  of  1978 
with  the  Wharf  opening  on  October  4,  the  Hunan  Restaurant 
opening  on  November  1?" 

Response  349;     See  Responses  3,   37  and  38. 
Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  350;     "Dr.  Bendix,  would  you  go  over  the  process  of 
the  comments  and  responses...?" 

Response  350;     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "All  the  issues  which 

have  been  raised  today  at  this  hearing  or  which  have  been 
raised  in  writing  up  to  this  date  with  regard  to  the  issues 
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discussed  in  the  EIR  will  be  responded  to  in  writing  in 
the  final  environmental  impact  report.     No  EIR  can  ever 
keep  up  with  all  the  changes.     We  don't  live  in  a  static 
society.     The  changes  go  on  every  day. 

"Both  with  respect  to  the  draft  and  with  respect  to  the 
final  EIR,  there  comes  a  point  where  one  has  to  stop. 
The  project  sponsor  is  not  responsible  for  paying  for 
extensive  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  other  peoples*  projects. 
There  will  be  some  information  added  to  the  final  EIR 
to  indicate  what  we  think  is  the  relationship  of  the  impacts 
of  this  project  to  other  projects  which  have  opened  in 
the  last  year." 

Anne  Halsted 

Comment  351:     "I  believe,  and  I  don't  remember  what  page  in 
the  EIR,  but  I  believe  it  did  say  in  the  EIR  that  they 
projected  that  the  MUNI  would  have  to  spend  somewhere 
between  $350,000  and  $700,000  a  year  to  finance  the  addi- 
tional service  required  by  the  pro ject ...  Page  184.  I 
wondered  if  that  additional  expenditure  for  this  area 
is  in  the  MUNI's  five-year  plan... or  within  any  of  their 
immediate  plans..." 

Response  351:     by  Commissioner  Matoff:     "Some  of  it  is.  Some 
of  the  service  that  would  cost  that  amount  of  money  is 
in  the  plan,  will  be  in  the  plan  when  it's  produced. 
Not  all  of  it,  though." 

David  Dibble 

Comment  352:     "...there  is  some  concern  about  how  the  Wharf  1 

and  2  residential  housing  proposal  fits  into  this,  because 
it  had  been  mentioned  as  an  essential  part  of  the  housing 
plan  here  to  get  some  low  cost  housing  and  some  housing 
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for  the  elderly  to  balance  off  the  more  expensive  housing 
that's  proposed  here,  and  so  I  just  wanted  to  ask  how 
that  fit   (sic)   into  the  picture." 

Response  352;     See  Responses  12,  91  and  95. 

Comment  353;     "The  other  thing  is  I  would  like  to  request... if 
there  could  be  a  short,  reasonable  additional  time  for 
some  additional  written  comment  on  the  EIR  so  that  those 
loose  ends  that  weren't  covered  this  evening  might  be 
brought  together?" 

Response  353;     The  Planning  Commission  closed  the  public  hearing 
without  provision  for  late  comments.     Therefore  no  documents 
received  after  21  November  1978  are  responded  to  herein. 

Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  354;     "...the  issue  is  if  you  are  talking  about  a  podium 
of  three  stories,   if  they're  above  ground,  they're  partially 
below  ground,  whatever  it  is,  I  think  the  totality  ought 
to  always  be  mentioned. 

"I  mean  there  are  several  places  in  here  where  the  indica- 
tion is  it's  a  four-story  or  a  three-story  parking  lot. 
Then  it  gives  the  separate  figure  of  the  rest  of  the  building, 
and  I  think  it  should  be  called  what  it  is,  a  13-story 
building,  a  12-story  building,  whatever  it  is." 

Response  354;     Construction  plans  are  to  construct  the  F  Block 
parking  podium  in  Phase  I  and  the  condominiums  atop  the 
podium  following  its  completion.     This  led  to  the  Draft 
EIR  text  referring  to  the  parking  podium  as  a  3-1/2-level 
structure  and  the  apartments  above  respectively  as  four 
and  nine-story  structures. 

Comment  355;     "...page  32.     I  can't  tell  if  it's  three  parking 
above  ground  or  two,  and  then  instead  of  really  saying 
the  total  of  the  building,   it  says  "high  building."  And 
I  just  don't  think  that's  adequate.     I  think  you  should 
have  the  total  any  place  it  appears." 


Response  355;     See  revised  Figure  18  contained  in  Response  39. 

Comment  356;     Please  clarify  Table  12  to  indicate  why  regional 
emissions  are  given. 

Response  356;     Clarifying  footnotes  have  been  added  to  Table  12. 

Comment  357;     "Now  on  page  125,   it  has  just  that  small  para- 
graph ...  about  its  position  directly  south  of  Telegraph 
Landing  "would  reduce  potential  sunshine  on  Telegraph 
Landing  by  40  or  50  percent,  this  is  based  on  the  fact 
[that]   sunshine  from  the  south  is  currently  blocked  only 
by  Telegraph  Hill  to  the  south.     From  10;00  to  2;00... 

"It  seems  to  me  that  that's  a  very  serious  implication, 
lost  in  a  lot  of  words ...  always  before  it  seems  to  me 
we  have  had  shadow  diagrams..." 

Response  357;     See  Response  141. 

Comment  358;     "And  it  would  seem  to  me  that  if  that  parking 
were  removed  and  the  building  brought  down,  there  would 
be  a  tremendous  difference  in  the  shadow  effect... but 
I  would  think  that  that  possibility  ought  to  be  looked 
at  since  there's  been  so  much  testimony  about  taking  that 
out.  " 

Response  358;     See  Response  141  for  figures  indicating  shading 
of  Telegraph  Landing  by  the  building  on  Block  F.  Lowering 
the  height  of  the  building  would  have  more  effect  on  the 
shading  of  Lombard  Street  than  on  Telegraph  Landing. 

Comment  359;     "...page  182  has  a,  it's  a  tiny  paragraph, 

"Community  Services."     "Water.     Plant  materials,  tolerant 
to  dry  soil  conditions  would  be  chosen  for  the  landscaped 
areas.". ..I  just  can ' t . . . f igure  out  why  that's  there. 
I  think  the  title's  misleading." 

Response  359;     "Community  Services"  heading  has  been  replaced 
by  "Water." 
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Comment  360;     "It  just  seems  to  me  that  maybe  there  needs  to 

be  a  little  more  about  how  a  developer  could  participate, 
and  I'm  not  just  thinking  of  this  development.     I  think 
that  for  this  area  to  have  any  liveability  at  all,  the 
belt  line  has  to  go  in,  and  there's  nothing  in  here  that 
explained  to  me  how  you  could  have  project  sponsors  guarantee 
that  if  an  assessment  comes  along  they  would  participate 
or  some  indication  if  there  is  a  way  to  do  assessment 
districts. it  seems  to  me  that  it  makes  it  very  difficult 
when  in  here  it  says  that  because  of  Prop  13,  you  can't 
fund  the  buses ...  There  will  be  no  money  for  the  buses... the 
Pier  39  developer  was  asked  would  he  please  start  thinking 
about  an  assessment  district  on  the  waterf ront . . . it ' s 
that  kind  of  thing  I  would  like  addressed  a  little  more, 
whether  it  can  be  or  not  will  be  up  to  you." 

Response  360;     Special  assessment  districts  are  sometimes  imple- 
mented for  formation  of  new  streets  and  for  maintenance 
purposes.     However,   it  is  not  known  at  this  time  whether 
a  special  assessment  district  to  fund  increased  transit 
service  to  the  project  would  be  legal. 

The  redesign  of  the  Belt  Line  around  The  Embarcadero  is 
currently  being  investigated.     This  Line,  which  is  now 
used  for  freight  purposes  only,  may  incorporate  a  right 
of  way  for  transit,  thus  improving  access  to  the  area. 

Comment  361;     "At  page  79,  Mrs.  Piatt  already  made  a  comment 
about  it.     I  think  the  language  is  very  difficult.  I 
think  it's  awfully  editorial." 

Response  361;     The  last  portion  of  the  sentence  of  paragraph  3, 
page  79,  has  been  deleted. 


James  Lazarus,  Public  Works  Attorney,  City  Attorney's 
Office. 


163 


Comment  362:     "...I  couldn't  pick  up  anywhere  in  here  really 
what  views  are  going  to  be  blocked,  how  many,  whether 
they're  residential  or  commercial,  whether  if  it's  a  commer- 
cial place,  whether  all  the  view  will  be  blocked,  whether 
a  portion,  and  I  think  that's  something  that  ought  to 
be  covered ...  and  what  buildings  have  the  most  effect  in 
terms  of  view  blockage." 

Response  362:     See  Responses  21,   22,   47,  48,  83,   201,   207  and 
338.     See  Figures  34,  38,  39,   40  and  41. 

Commissioner  Dearman 

Comment  363:     "I  wasted  a  lot  of  time... 147.     I  really  had 

a  hard  time  with  it... I  couldn't  follow  it... I  just  was 
curious  if  I  went  up  on  Telegraph  Hill,  where  would  I 
stand  to  look  down  to  get  this  picture  of  it?" 

Response  363:     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "...in  order  to  get  the 
view  from  any  particular  point  on  Telegraph  Hill,  you 
need  to  pick  a  point  on  the  line  on  the  left  and... draw 
a  diagonal  line  which  represents  your  line  of  sight ...  depending 
how  you're  looking... as  you  turn  your  head  up  and  down, 
whatever  is... on  that  line  is  going  to  be  in  the  center 
of  your  vision. 

"In  other  words,   if  you  look  out  towards  the  Bay... and 
you're  up  at  Montgomery  street,  you're  going  to  see  over 
everything . " 

Some  clarifying  changes  have  been  made  to  Figure  37. 

Comment  364:     "...Montgomery,  you're  going  to  see  over  everything?" 

Response  364:     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "Yes... if  you  looked 

down,  you  would  be  able  to  see  the  second  building  from 
the  left  there,  but  the  hill  from  that  point  would  obscure 
your  vision... I  need  a  ruler. 


164 


Scale  of  Elev 
300 


280 


260 


240 


220 


200 


180 


160 


140 


120 


100 


80 


60 


40 


+  20 


-20 


Scale  of  Elevation 
300 


00 


•a 


o 

CO 


(0 
33 

E 

-at— 

O 


o 
c 


Scale  of  Elc 
200 


180 

160 

140 

120 

100 

80 

60 

40 

+20 

0 

-20 

280 


260 


240 


220 


200 


180 


160 


140 


120 


100 


80 


60 


40 


+20 


Site  Section  Through 
Observer  Point  1 
(Alta  Street) 


Notes: 

*  Final  Location  of  Mechanical  Penthouse. 

**  Tentative  Location  of  Mecanical 
Penthouse,  Subject  to  Change. 


J 


Site  £ 

(See  Fi< 


Scale    (Horiz.  &  Vert.)  Feet 

Figure  No.  37 


Scale  of  Elevation 
300  _ 

fit 


Scale  of  Eievartxs" 

m 


<J  West- East  [) 


Scale  of  Elevation 
200 


180 


160 


140 


-20 


Scale  of  Elevation 
 200 


Point  Of  Observation  Toward  Bay. 
Observer  Haightr»105  Feet  Above  City  Datum. 


s@r  


Block  F 


Telegraph  Landing 


180 
160 


140 


-20 


Site  Section  Through 
Observer  Point  1 
(Alta  Street) 


Notes: 

*  Final  Location  of  Mechanical  Penthouse. 

**  Tentative  Location  of  Mecanical 
Penthouse,  Subject  to  Change. 


<^South-  North  [) 


Site  Section  Through 
Observer  Point  2 


Site  Sections 

(See  Figure  34  for  Observer  Point  Locations) 


o  so 


Sc**    Nate  4  vatvi 

Figure  No.  37 


"Yes,  the  hill  would  obscure  your  vision  of  the  first 
building  and  you  would  see,  depending  on  exactly  where 
you  were,  you  would  or  would  not  see  a  very  small  corner 
of  the  second  building,  and  you  would  see  the  right  half 
of  block  C." 

Comment  365:     "...we  really  should  have  in  the  EIR  a  discussion 
of  how  you  put  those  little,  that's  not  what  they're  called 
on  top,  the  little  boxes,  the  vents,  the  elevator  shafts... it 
really  would  be  important  if  I  were  living  on  the  hill 
and  if  you  just  changed  it,  ran  it  the  other  way... I  would 
hope  that  would  be  really  covered  when  the  response  is 
given. " 

Response  365;     See  Responses  22,  48,  54  and  60. 

Comment  366:     "I  think  my  primary  concerns  were  the  MUNI  rail- 
road and  the  cost  to  the  City. 

"On  page  6,  there's  talk  about  a,   it's  a  mitigation  measure 
if  MUNI  railroad  were  increased  or  so  the  buses  wouldn't 
be  so  far  apart,  you  need  16  more  runs,  but  then  you  just 
turn  the  page  to  page  8,  and  the  last  paragraphs  says... it's 
not  in  the  plan  to  increase  the  funding  for  it... why  is 
it  there?     It's  not  a  mitigation  anymore." 

Response  366:     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:     "It's  there  to  show  what 
could  be  done  if  the  funds  were  available.     One  of  the 
reasons  for  putting  that  kind  of  information  in  is  to 
inform  citizens  who  might  be  in  the  position  to  place 
pressure  on  government  agencies  to  make  funds  availble." 

See  also  Response  351. 

Comment  367:     No  comment  due  to  numbering  error. 

Comment  368:     "...page  237... in  the  first  paragraph ...  tend 
to  offset  any  service  decreases  on  other  MUNI  service. 
I  don't  understand  that." 
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Commissioner  Matoff 

Comment  369;     "I  don't  understand  that  either." 

Responses  368-369:     The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  1  and  the 
footnote  on  page  237  have  been  deleted. 

Comment  370:     "...it  talks  about  the  cost  of  increasing  MUNI... 
then  I  turned  to... what's  projected  to  be  the  tax  revenue 
to  the  City,  and  since  it's  only  half  the  cost... and  I 
know  it's  not  your  problem,  and  you're  not  responsible 
for  Pier  39,  but  it's  a  horrible  mess  down  there.     I  mean 
there  isn't  adequate  transportation  for  what's  already 
there... are  we  going  to  just  have  to  approve  things  and 
we  know. .. there ' s  no  money  to  provide  the  buses,  and  even 
if  we  have  the  buses..." 

Response  370:     Tax  revenue  to  the  City  could  not  be  earmarked 
for  mitigation  of  this  project's  impacts  under  present 
law.     See  also  Response  360. 

Comment  371:  "...on  page  60,  it  talks  about  peak  hour  traffic 
is  a  107  percent  of  what  the  street  should  carry  already, 
107  percent." 

Response  371:     The  capacity  of  Battery  Street  stated  in  para- 
graph 3  of  page  60  in  the  DEIR  represents  the  design  capacity. 
The  ultimate  or  absolute  capacity  of  the  street  would 
be  about  30%-35%  higher  than  the  design  capacity.  Design 
capacity  represents  the  capacity  under  ideal  conditions, 
which  are  not  generally  attainable  in  central  urban  areas. 
Level  of  service  D  or  worse  is  not  uncommon  for  downtown 
San  Francisco  intersections. 

Commissioner  Miller 

Comment  372:     "You  could  have  a  tax  assessment  district  and 
this  project  might  pay  $700,000  a  year  more  in  taxes." 

Response  372:     See  Response  360. 
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Commissioner  Matoff 

Comment  373;     "The  railway  is  being  faced  constantly  with  demands 
to  improve  its  service  everywhere,  and  to  date  the  only 
thing  we've  been  able  to  do  is  rearrange  the  amount  of 
service  we  have  under  certain  ceiling,  and  indeed  the 
ceiling  we're  working  under  consists  of  50  runs,  essentially 
50  peak  hour  buses  less  than  the  base  service  provided 
in  1976. 

"Service  was  cut  then,  as  we  simply  didn't  have  working 
equipment  available,  and  it  was  supposed  to  have  been 
restored  and  it  never  was.     So  we're  working  under  very 
severe  constraints,  and  nevertheless,  we  do  have  some 
proposals  for  this  area." 

Response  373:     No  response. 
Commissioner  Dearman 

Comment  374;     "...it  seems  that  a  reasonable  person  just  going 
down  there  has  a  hard  time  accepting  the  predictions 
—  I  mean  like  where  will  the  cars  go,  how  will  the  buses 
fit,  and  just  the  condition  of  our  streets  and  what's 
going  to  happen... If  we're  running  50  less  routes,  is 
that  what  you  said,  and  if  DBPW  has  less  money  to  fix 
the  streets,  it  will  be  a  beautiful  project  and  no  way 
to  get  out  of  it  is  my  nightmare." 

Response  374;     It  is  impossible  to  predict  exactly  how  traffic 
would  distribute  over  the  street  network  as  cars  enter 
or  exit  from  the  proposed  parking  facilities.  Estimates 
can  be  made  based  on  knowledge  of  general  origins  and 
destinations  and  of  general  traffic  pattern.  Because 
of  these  uncertainties,  worst-case  assumptions  have  been 
made  where  20%  additional  traffic  has  been  added  onto 
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each  street  serving  the  garages.     The  traffic  impacts 
described  in  the  DEIR  and  in  the  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact 
Update  section  are  based  on  these  worst-case  assumptions. 

Comment  375;     "...if  60  percent  of  the  office  space  is  not 

committed,  why  do  you  have  to  build  such  a  big  project." 

Response  375:     The  project  has  been  designed  to  its  current 
size  for  several  reasons  including:    (1)   to  provide  the 
Levi  Strauss  Company  with  expansion  space  for  future  growth; 
(2)   to  provide  space  for  restaurants,  retail  shops  and 
other  amenities  for  Levi  employees  and  area  residents; 
and   (3)   to  provide  the  requisite  economic  base  that  enables 
the  sponsor  to  provide  the  approximately  3-1/2  acres  of 
landscaped  open  public  park. 

Comment  376:     "Because  it  referred  to  Section  271  of  the  Planning 
Code  about  the  bulk  limits  and  the  special  exceptions ...  I 
wondered,  I  know  this  isn't,  this  isn't  that  hearing, 
but  it  seemed ... couldn ' t  just  stop  it  here?" 

Response  376:     It  is  indicated  on  page  137  of  the  Draft  EIR 
that  the  84-foot  high,  seven-story  building  on  Block  A 
would  exceed  the  bulk  permitted,   i.e.,  the  Planning  Code 
permits  110-foot  length  and  140-foot  diagonal  above  65 
feet;  the  project  proposes  230-foot  length  and  310  feet 
diagonal.     The  building  proposed  for  Block  G  also  exceeds 
the  bulk  limits.     Other  proposed  buildings  would  conform 
to  the  height  limitations  in  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Exceptions  to  the  bulk  limits  must  satisfy  the  criteria 
in  Section  271  of  the  Planning  Code.     Compliance  with 
the  bulk  limits  would  result  either  in  a  loss  of  space 
which  would  affect  the  economic  viability  of  the  proposed 
project  or  in  building  design  which  would  block  more  views 
together  with  loss  of  public  open  space,  i.e.,  decreased 
bulk  on  Blocks  A  and  G  would  result  in  increased  heights 
on  Blocks  B,  E  and  F,  according  to  the  developer. 
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Comment  377;     "On  page  163,  as  I  read  this  before  on  the  EIR 
about  Mountain  View  running  out  of  space  for  our  garbage 
in  10  years,  seems  like  that's  the  same  10  years  I  read 
about  two  years  ago." 

Response  377;     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix;     "There  have  been  new 
arrangements  negotiated  between  the  City  and  Mountain 
View  which  have  allowed  us  to  take  more  solid  waste  there. 
Meanwhile  the  City  is  going  to  be  working  on  the  implementa- 
tion of  a  solid  waste  management  plan,  and  we  hope  that 
by  the  time  those  10  years  are  up,  we're  going  to  have 
something  environmentally  sounder .. .going  on  with  our 
solid  waste." 

Comment  378;     "I  think  I  should  —  I... could  I  ask  that  when 

you're  talking  about  parking  and  why  it's  not  distributed 
that  you  include  just  a  clear  statement  that  it's  too 
expensive ..." 

Response  378;     See  Response  6. 
Commissioner  Nakashima 

Comment  379;     "Since  most  of  the  other  things  have  been  covered, 
I  only  have  one  area  I'd  like  to  address,  and  that's  to 
mitigation  as  to  the  noise  during  construction,  and  how 
it's  going  to  be  taken  care  of,  and  I  think  on  page  178, 
it  states  something  about  an  acoustical  report  required 
for  the  project,  and  that's  going  to  be  available  for 
public  review. 

"Can  that  be  made  part  of  the  EIR  or,  as  to  how  specifically 
it's  going  to  mitigate  the  noise  problem  during  construc- 
tion?" 

Response  379;     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix;     "That  report  cannot  be 
made  part  of  the  EIR  unless  the  Commission  chooses  to 
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delay  certification  of  the  EIR  until  such  time  as  the 
report  is  available." 

See  also  Responses  20,  86  and  228. 

Comment  380;     "...on  page  114,  I'm  going  to  add  one  thing  about 
the  parking.     There's  a  parking  survey  done  that's  dated 
January  '78  and  May  '78.     That  was  before  Pier  39  opened. 
Now  is  that  going  to  effect   (sic)   the  availability  of 
parking  in  those  two  facilities  since  Pier  39  opened?" 

Response  380;     See  Response  1. 
President  Rosenblatt 

Comment  381;     "Page  74,  first  full  sentence ...  the  one  beginning 
with  the  words  "In  all,  about  18,900  square  feet  — "  I 
believe  that  the  group  of  staff  people  from  various  City 
departments  is  taking  a  new  look  at  the  design  of  that 
street  which  would  add  more  space  available,  release  some 
of  the  space  that  was. . .previously  allocated  to  the  right 
of  way,  hence  more  land  that  could  be  made  available  for 
landscaping — " 

Response  381;     Since  the  Draft  EIR  was  submitted,  a  tentative 
agreement  has  been  reached,  with  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  other  City  agencies, 
for  adjustment  in  the  siting  of  the  reconstructed  Embarcadero 
that  would  allow  approximately  one  half  of  this  space 
to  be  included  in  the  public  park  portion  of  Levi's  Plaza. 

Comment  382;     "...on  page  160,  would  you  updated  the  property 
tax  figures  for  the  new,  now  known  tax  rate?" 

Response  382;  The  property  tax  figure  has  been  update  to  $720,000. 
Commissioner  Starbuck 

Comment  383;     "On  page  112,   it  discusses  impact  on  parking. 

There's  discussion  in  the  first  main  paragraph ...  employees 
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— would  be  competing  for  inexpensive  parking  with  those 
people  currently  using  the  project  site  for  parking,  and 
so  on.     Some  mention  probably  should  be  made  of  the  prefer 
ential  parking  system  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  area  and  what 
relationship  this  paragraph  bears  to  that." 

Response  383;     See  Response  248. 

Comment  384:  "On  page  183,  "Mitigation  measures  for  transporta 
tion  problems,"  I  would  ask  that  consultant  check  with 
Fibreboard  Corporation  to  see  what  kind  of  arrangement 
they  have  involving  shuttle  buses  for  employees  to  and 
from  major  transit  terminals  and  just  a  description  of 
arrangement,  if  it  still  exists." 

Response  384:     Fibreboard  Corporation,  located  at  the  corner 

of  Montgomery  and  Francisco,   is  operating  a  regular-sized 
bus  (for  about  40  people)  between  the  Southern  Pacific 
Depot  in  San  francisco,  the  Eastbay  Terminal,  the  Ferry 
Building  and  the  Fibreboard  Building.     This  bus  makes 
one  run  in  the  morning  and  one  run  in  the  afternoon  and 
transports  Fibreboard  employees  free  of  charge.     The  opera 
tion  of  the  bus  is  entirely  financed  by  Fibreboard  Corpor- 
ation.    This  shuttle  bus  service  is  expected  to  be  phased 
out  in  the  near  future,  because  the  Fibreboard  company 
will  be  phased  out  in  San  Francisco0     Itel  Corporation 
bought  the  Fibreboard  Building.     Itel  is  operating  a  mini- 
bus shuttle  service   (Mr.  Barnell,  Fibreboard  Corporation, 
telephone  conversation,  29  November  1978) . 

Commissioner  Miller 

Comment  385:     "It  was  mentioned  earlier  that  something  like 

625  parking  spaces  would  be  lost,  and  I  think  it  was  said 
that  those  are  all  curb  parking  spaces." 
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Response  385:     As  indicated  on  page  6,  612  spaces  would  be 
lost,  of  which  67  would  be  curb  parking  spaces. 

Commissioner  Matoff 

Comment  386;     "On  pages  202,  3f  and  4,  the  EIR,  continuing 

on,  the  EIR  authors  and  persons  consulted  on  the  distribution 
list,  I  search  in  vain  for  the  name  of  the  municipal  rail- 
way.    I  find  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District,  the  SamTrans, 
the  Water  Department,  school  district,  and  others,  but 
not  the  municipal  railway." 

Response  386;     The  Municipal  Railway  has  been  consulted  by 
the  EIR  consultants.     The  Municipal  Railway  has  been 
included  in  the  Final  EIR  on  page  204. 

Comment  387:     "The  POM  study  and  MUNI 1 s  five-year  plan,  which 
is  being  derived  from  it,  are  mentioned  in  a  couple  of 
places  in  the  EIR,  but  there  is  no  real  description  of 
what  we  are  proposing  to  do.     And  in  fact,  some  increase 
in  service  is  being  proposed  for  this  area  which  would 
make  up  part  of  that  added  service  that  is  identified 
as  unique." 

Response  387;     See  Response  29. 

Comment  388:     "On  page  99,  there  is  reference  to  the  city-wide 
transportation  plan  showing  Sansome  and  Battery  streets 
as  transit  arterial  streets  in  which  preference  should 
be  given  to  transit  vehicles.     This  is  on  the  third  paragraph 
on  page  99.     And  notes  that  "This  report  shows  both  thorough- 
fares with  an  exclusive  bus  lane  during  peak  hours,  at 
least. 

"On  pages  103  through  108  where  the  traffic  impacts  are 
discussed,  and  particularly  on  Table  10  on  page  109,  the 
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peak  hour  traffic  conditions  with  and  without  the  project 

are  identified  for  the  various  streets.     Now  the  question 

I  wanted  to  ask  was  is  the  assumption  being  made  that 

one  of  these,  one  of  the  lanes  on  Sansome  and  Battery 

streets  has  been  taken  for  transit  only  purposes  when 

the  congestion  on  the  remainder  of  the  streets  was  identified 

"In  other  words,  how  many  lanes  are  you  assuming  available 
for  traffic  on  Sansome  and  Battery  streets  when  the  levels 
of  service  are  identified  in  Table  10?    Are  there  three 
lanes  on  Sansome  Street,  or  are  there  only  two  lanes  by 
virtue  of  the  fact  that  one  of  them  has  been  given  over 
to  public  transportation? 

Response  388;     by  Georges  Jacquemart:     "I'm  in  charge  of  the 
transportation  section.     We  did  not  assume  the  exclusive 
transit  lane  for  the  capacity  calculation.     We  assumed 
it  was  regular  traffic  lanes." 

Comment  389:     "So  if  the  transit-only  lane  were  put  in  on  Sansome 
and  Battery  streets,  and  this  would  be  for  the  use,  by 
the  way,  not  only  of  the  municipal  railway,  but  Golden 
Gate  Transit  as  well,  one  could  expect  that  the  peak  hour 
traffic  conditions  would  be  worse  than  indicated  on  this 
table?" 

Response  389:     by  Georges  Jacquemart:     "I  think  that  depends 
on  where  the  lanes  would  be  put  in,   if  they  were  to  take 
parking  away  or  not... I  can't  give  you  a  certain  answer 
on  that,  because  it  depends  if  you  would  replace  a  parking 
lane  with  a  bus  lane  or  not." 

Comment  390:  "Potentially?" 

Response  390:  by  Georges  Jacquemart:  "Potentially  it  could. 
The  Golden  Gate  Long  Range  Transportation  Program  (Phase 
II-Element  A:     San  Francisco  Transit  Route  Studies)  proposes 
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that  an  exclusive  bus  lane  be  implemented  along  Battery 
and  Sansome  during  peak  hours  and  that  parking  be  prohibited 
along  the  left  side  of  those  arterials  during  those  peak 
periods.     Regular  traffic  capacity  would  not  be  affected 
by  this  plan.     Exclusive  right-turn  lanes  would  be  provided 
at  the  intersection  approaches  in  lieu  of  parking.  Right- 
turning  vehicles  would  have  to  weave  through  the  exclusive 
bus  lanes,  as  is  currently  done  for  many  exclusive  bus 
lanes  or  high-occupancy  vehicle  lanes.     This  limits  the 
efficiency  of  the  preferential  lanes,  but  it  does  not 
negate  their  benefits. 

"The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  recommended  that 
this  concept  be  implemented,  if  found  practical.  The 
implementation  program  and  design  details  are  currently 
under  study  by  staff  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
and  will  be  studied  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works." 

Comment  391;     "The  presence  of  a  transit  lane  could  also  conflict 
with  the  mitigation  measure  identified  on  page  189  in 
which  certain  proposals  are  made  to  put  right  turn  lanes 
in  the  curb  lane,  which  would  potentially  interfere  with 
the  transit  only  operation  of  the  curb  lane." 

Response  391;     See  Response  390.     As  proposed  in  the  Golden 
Gate  Long  Range  Transportation  Program,  the  exclusive 
bus  lane  would  not  be  the  curb  lane,  but  the  lane  next 
to  the  right-hand  curb  lane. 

Comment  392;     "On  page  237,  a  statement  is  made  that  the  share 
of  passengers  carried  by  BART,  AC  Transit  and  the  ferries 
would  be  decreased  by  not  more  than  10  percent.     Now  the 
distance  of  this  project  from  BART,  for  example,  is  approxi- 
mately 13  blocks.     I  believe  that  was  the  figure  identified 
in  the  text. 
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"It's  difficult  for  me,  I  mean  not  impossible,  but  diffi- 
cult to  believe  that  a  move  of  13  blocks  from  a  major 
transit  station  will  not  decrease  patronage  by  more  than 
10  percent." 

Response  392:     In  the  final  EIR  on  page  237,  the  second  paragraph, 
third  line  will  read  as  follows:     "as  a  result  of  the 
increased  travel  distance   (8  blocks)  of  employees."  The 
10%  change  in  modal  split  from  transit  to  auto  is  felt 
by  the  traffic  consultant  to  be  realistic  because  of  the 
improved  headways  that  would  exist  along  the  MUNI-routes 
serving  the  proposed  project  and  also  because  of  an  inherent 
resistance  to  change  or  inertia  that  commuters  show  in 
their  travel  habits.     Once  they  get  used  to  one  travel 
mode,  be  it  the  automobile  or  transit,  they  will  not  change 
easily.     Staff  of  the  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering 
feel  that  the  number  of  persons  who  would  change  from 
public  transit  use  to  driving  cars,  because  of  the  added 
inconvenience  of  the  new  location  has  been  underestimated. 

Comment  393:     "Can  you  explain  briefly  the  method  by  which 
this  10  percent  was  calculated?" 

Response  393:     by  Georges  Jacquemart:     "It's  not  a  very  scientific 
method  because  there  are  no  scientific  data  available  to 
really  develop  that.     It  is  an  estimate  that  has  been 
developed  on  the  basis  of  our  experience.     It's  professional 
judgment.     I  think  we  cannot  pretend  to  say  it's  more 
than  that." 

Comment  394:     "I'll  accept  that  then.     It  just  seemed  a  little 
bit  on  the  low  side  to  me." 

Response  394:     No  response. 
Commissioner  Starbuck 

Comment  395:  "That  chart  uses  the  10  percent  figure  for  employees 
of  Levi  Strauss.  It  doesn't  refer  to  the  general  population. 
Is  that  correct?" 
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Response  395;  by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix:  "That  paragraph  that 
mentions  the  10  percent,  that's  just  for  Levi  Strauss 
employees. " 

Comment  396 i     "...I  think  there's  a  substantial  difference 

in  the  patronage  increase  or  decrease.     If  you're  talking 
about  the  general  population,  then  your  figure  would  be 
correct . " 

Response  396;     by  Commissioner  Matoff;     "What  you're  saying 

is  that  the  propensity  to  continue  using  transit  for  work 
trips  would  be  higher,  even  at  the  more  removed  location? 

Commissioner  Starbuck;  "Yes." 

Commissioner  Matoff 

Comment  397 ;     "The  increase  in  Golden  Gate  bus  ridership  of 
approximately  10  percent  would  also  impact  the  finances 
of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District, 
of  which  San  Francisco  is  a  part,  and  that  is... a  cost 
that  should  be  identified  somewhere.     Also,  10  percent 
increase  in  the  number  of  buses  they  operate  on  their 
northern  route  around  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill  would 
impact  streets  where  they  are  currently  operating. 

"I'm  thinking  particularly  of  Northpoint  Street.  This 
became  a  sore  point  during  the  course  of  the  Golden  Gate 
corridor  study  where  it  became  obvious  that  people  who 
lived  there  were  already  dissatisfied  with  the  number 
of  Golden  Gate  buses  operating  on  their  streets,  and  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  those  buses  would  impact  those 
people  as  well... I'm  still  on  page  237..." 

Response  397;     by  Dr.  Selina  Bendix;     "This  is  again  not  10 

percent  of  the  the  total  ridership  of  Golden  Gate  Transit; 
this  is  10  percent  of  the  employees  of  Levi  Strauss. .. that 
would  be  like  increasing  from  10  percent  to  11  percent 
of  the  employees." 
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Comment  398;     "But  presumably  that  involves  a  capacity  increase 
of  some  kind  by  Golden  Gate?" 

Response  398:     The  additional  200  afternoon  peak-hour  transit 
trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  project, 
in  1982,  onto  Golden  Gate  Transit,  would  require  the  pro- 
viion  of  an  additional  3-5  buses.     Based  on  provisional 
cost  data  supplied  by  Golden  Gate  Transit,1  the  additional 
operating  costs  during  the  peak  hours  (excluding  deprecia- 
tion) ,  for  these  buses  would  be  on  the  order  of  $124,800 
to  $208,000  per  annum. 

Comment  399:     "On  page  184,  I  realize  it's  very  difficult  to 

narrow  the  range  of  cost  from  $350,000  to  $700,000  a  year, 
and  as  I've  mentioned  earlier,  some  measure  of  this  would 
be  picked  up  by  the  railway  in  the  course  of  its  own  longer 
term  five-year  plan.     I  wonder,  though,  whether  the  developer 
would  be  interested  in  commenting  on  some  of  these  potential 
ways  of  raising  the  funds  necessary  to  operate  the  full 
measure  of  service,  in  particular .. .making  these  costs 
the  responsibility  of  the  project  sponsor,  since  this 
is  raised  as  an  issue  in  the  EIR.     I  wonder  how  receptive 
a  response  there  is  to  the  particular  idea... at  some  point 
in  the  final  EIR." 

Response  399:     Increased  service  by  MUNI  to  the  project  would 
probably  increase  its  operating  expenses.     The  sponsor 
does  not  believe  that  the  potential  increased  cost  of 
MUNI  operation  should  be  the  sponsor's  responsibility. 
Increased  use  of  public  transportation  is  consistent  with 
stated  aims  of  various  agencies  of  San  Francisco  government. 
Annual  revenues  to  the  City  of  about  $1,500,000  (DEIR 
page-160)  would  be  greater  than  MUNI  costs  of  up  to  $700,000/ 
year   (DEIR  page  184) . 


Alan  Zahradnik,  Transportation  Planner,  Golden  Gate  Transit, 
telephone  conversation,        December,  1978. 
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Comment  400;     "I'd  also  like  to  state  with  regards  to  the  comments 
that  have  been  made  about  the  belt  line,  use  of  the  belt 
line  by  an  electric  streetcar  line  will  be  part  of  the 
municipal  railway's  five-year  plan.     However,  the  basic 
problem  is  not  in  constructing  the  line.     We  have  relatively 
little  difficulty  in  obtaining  the  capital  funds  to  lay 
track  and  string  wires.     The  problem  is  paying  for  the 
operation  of  streetcars  or  buses  once  they've  been  acquired, 
and  that's  the  significant  problem  with  the  belt  line. 
We  can  replace  the  32  bus  line  on  a  1  for  1  basis  with 
streetcars  at  relatively,  basically  no  additional  cost 
to  the  city.     But  if  we  want  to  really  increase  the  capacity, 
we're  looking  at  more  motormen,  more  operators,  and  that 
does  increase  the  cost  to  the  city  and  that's  where  the 
problem  is." 

Response  400;     Note  that  operating  funds  require  an  ongoing 

source  of  funds  while  construction  and  equipment  acquisition 
are  one-time  costs. 


Rai  Okamoto 

Comment  401;     "...I  think  many  of  the  comments  that  the  public 
has  made  with  regard  to  design  features  are  most  properly, 
I  think,  addressed  in  the  course  of  these  various  conditional 
use  procedures,  and  in  fact  certain  of  the  mitigation 
measures  can  be  incorporated  into  those  procedures  if 
we,  and  the  Commission,  decide  that  that  should  be  the 
case.     As  a  matter  of  process,  we'll  be  continuing  to 
work  with  the  developer  and  their  architects  to  improve 
the  design  in  any  case." 

Response  401;     No  response. 

Comment  402;     "I  think  the  view  diagrams  in  particular,  because 
of  the  concern  about  the  view  blockage  and  height  and 
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so  forth,  should  incorporate  in  some  fashion  in  the  photo- 
graphs maybe  a  simulation  of  the  outline,  at  least,  of 
the  proposed  project." 

Response  402;     See  Response  141. 

Comment  403:     "Specifically,  the  figure  34,  page  144,  I  think 
architects  can  understand  the  section  lines,  but  I  think 
that  maybe  a  little  bit  more  drafting  to  connect  the  two 
arrows,  number  1,  and,  the  pair  of  number  l's  and  pair 
of  number  2's  that  indicate  the  sections  might  clarify 
where  the  sections  are  actually  taken." 

Response  403:     See  revised  Figure  34. 

Comment  403 A:     "The  concern  I  think  about  adequate  description 
of  what  the  visual  impacts  would  be  I  think  does  raise 
the  point  of  additional  information  about  the  proposal 
relative  to  the  urban  design  plan  and  also  to  come  of 
the  guidelines  which  I  think  the  staff  has  on,  for  this 
area. " 

Response  403A:     See  Response  157. 

Comment  404:     "...I  would  concur  with  the  comment  that  was 
made  about  the  impacts  of  artificial  light.     I  happen 
to  live  on  the  east  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill  too... and 
I  think  that  the  points  are  well  taken,  that  artificial 
light  does  change  the  quality  of  the  experience  on,  partic- 
ularly on  that  side  of  the  hill. 

Response  404:     See  Responses  84,  215,  220,  256  and  257. 

Comment  405:     "I  would  also  suggest  that  as  a  mitigation  measure, 
there  be  some  consultation  with  our  transportation  staff 
regarding  the,  I  thing  we  call  our  institutional  trans- 
portation action  plan,  or  some  such  title,  which  involves 
the  collaboration  of  numbers  of  institutions,  and  in  this 
case  they  would  be  private  businesses,  in  sharing  some 
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sort  of  service  which  would  supplement  public  transit, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  there  is  a  budgetary 
limitation  and  so  forth,  and  we  can  certainly  provide 
you  with  persons  to  contact. 

"I  think  that  is  important  because  it  is  conceivable  that 
that  sort  of  think  might  be  a  conditional  use  recommendation 
to  you ..." 

Response  405;     The  study  referred  to  is  called  Institutional 

Transportation  System  Management  Plans  and  it  is  intended 
to  develop  action  plans  for  twelve  major  medical,  educational 
and  private  institutions  located  outside  of  downtown  San 
Francisco.     The  action  plans  consist  of  car-pooling,  van- 
pooling  and  shuttle  service  programs  that  these  institutions 
could  implement.     The  study  would  not  directly  related 
to  the  proposed  project,  as  it  addresses  itself  to  existing 
institutions. 

The  project  sponsor  is  in  contact  with  Rides  for  Bay  Area 
Commuters,  Inc.  which  is  a  non-profit,  publicly-funded 
organization  providing,  at  no  cost  to  the  employer,  consulting 
and  matching  services  to  help  establish  carpools.  Rides 
carpools  could  supplement  public  transit. 

Comment  406;     "One  minor  point  I  have  with  regard  to  the  impact 
on  the  preferential  parking  program  on  Telegraph  Hill, 
having  to  do  with  whether  or  not  there  would  be  increased 
enforcement  costs  as  a  result  of  the  possibility  of  commuters, 
once  again,  looking  to  the  hill  for  places  to  park,  right 
now  things  seem  to  be  fairly  much  under  control,  but  with 
the  advent  of  additional  persons  seeking  parking,  there 
might  be  additional  impacts." 

Response  406;     It  is  not  expected  that  there  would  be  any  addi- 
tional enforcement  required  as  a  result  of  implementation 
of  the  proposed  project.     If  the  situation  gave  rise  to 
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complaints,  these  would  be  investigated  and  remedial  action 
taken  (Officer  Krosat,  Parking  and  Traffic  Control,  San 
Francisco  Police  Department,  6  December  1978). 

Comment  407:     "Someone  made  reference  or  raised  the  question 
about  the  so-called  Wharf  Park  project ...  first  of  all, 
I  should  say  that  that  is  a  separate  project  from  this, 
and  I  might  quickly  summarize  a  couple  of  key  points  about 
it. 

"It  is  not  a  part  of  the  project,  it  is  not  public  housing 
as  some  people  have,  I  think,  understood  it  to  be.  It 
is  subsidized,  but  the  concept  at  this  point  is  that  it 
would  be  housing  for  moderate  income  elderly  persons  pri- 
marily and  it  is  not  contemplated  that  there  would  be 
families  of  low  income  in  this  kind  of  housing.     It  is 
related  to  this  project  without  getting  into  too  much 
detail,  again,  because  there  is  a  provision  in  the  planning 
code  which  requires  that  for  subdivisions,  which  the  condo- 
minium project  is,  over  50  units  in  size  must  provide 
10  percent  of  low,  of  so-called  subsidized  or  social  housing 
if  there  are  subsidies  available. 

"It  happens  that  the  California  Housing  Finance  Agency 
has  awarded  a  Section  8  allocation  to  the  Wharf  Park  project, 
therefore  it  is  understood  that  there,  in  fact,  are  subsidies 
available,  but  it  was  believed  by  our  staff  that  this 
approach  of  providing  a  separate  site  for  this  development 
was  more  appropriate  than  requiring  that  10  percent  of 
the  F  or  G,  and/or  G  blocks  be  allocated  to  the  social 
housing . 

"But  to  clarify  it  for  the  public,  it  is  a  separate  project 
and  not  really  a  part  of  this." 

Response  407:     No  response. 
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[ 
[ 

Dr.  Knox  Mellon,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and 
James  P.  Trynor,  Chief,  Resource  Preservation  and  Interpre-  ■ 
tation  Division,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation,  letter  received 
7  December,  1978 


Comment  408;     "While  we  commend  the  proposal  to  retain  the 

Pioneer  Warehouse  wall  in  place  and  incorporate  it  into 
the  design  of  a  new  structure,  we  are  concerned  that  the 
possible  removal  and  relocation  of  this  wall  may  subject 
it  to  unnecessary  damage.     As  stated  in  the  EIR,  "...problems 
are  anticipated  in  dismantling  and  reconstruction".  We 
feel  that  potential  problems  may  be  avoidable  and  that 
incorporating  the  wall  into  a  proposed  design  should  be 
more  fully  discussed.     A  feasibility  study  exploring  this 
problem  should  be  performed  prior  to  any  commitment  to 
relocate  the  wall." 


Response  408;     Further  investigation  of  the  problems  inherent 
in  moving  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  wall  is  planned;  the  City 
does  not  plan  to  require  submission  of  written  documenta- 
tion of  this  effort.     See  also  Comments  and  Responses  142, 
234,  313  and  328  as  well  as  pages  62-4  of  Appendix  B. 

Comment  409;     "A  copy  should  be  included  as  an  appendix  to 
any  subsequent  environmental  documentation.     The  City 
of  San  Francisco  should  be  aware  that  any  substantial 
changes  in  nature  or  extent  of  the  project  may  require 
subsequent  documentation  (CEQA  Guidelines;  15067)." 

Response  409;     No  subsequent  environmental  documentation  for 

this  project  is  anticipated.     The  applicability  of  Guidelines 
Section  15067  would  be  evaluated  at  such  future  time  as 
circumstances  appearing  to  warrant  such  action  occurred. 

Comment  410;     "We  have  noted  the  statement  that  "...the  State 

Historic  Preservation  Officer  will  be  notified  immediately 
upon  the  discovery  of  cultural  materials..."  Consultation 
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with  this  office  should  be  an  initial  step  toward  iden- 
tifying previously  undiscovered  resources,  but..." 

Response  410:     See  Response  326. 

Comment  411;     "We  feel  that  the  City  of  San  Francisco  should 

consider  the  formulation  of  an  effective  cultural  resources 
management  plan  which  would  be  applicable  to  any  project 
taking  place  in  an  archeologically  sensitive  area.  As 
adopted  procedure,  such  a  plan  might  assist  in  maximizing 
the  preservation  of  archeological  resources  discovered 
during  construction  through  an  effective  data  recovery 
program,  while  helping  to  eliminate  unnecessary  and  costly 
project  delays.     In  this  way,  problems  similar  to  those 
resulting  from  the  discovery  of  the  Niantic  might  be  avoided. 
Ideally,  the  preservation  plan  could  be  implemented  as 
a  city  ordinance.     The  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
would  be  pleased  to  assist  the  City  of  San  Francisco  with 
the  formulation  of  a  preservation  plan  or  ordinance, 
in  consultation  with  the  City  Environmental  Review  Officer 
and  the  Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research." 

Response  411;     The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  interested 
in  exploring  all  possible  avenues  for  preservation  of 
historic  and  archeologic  resources;  the  Department  appreciates 
the  offer  of  assistance  from  the  Office  of  Historic  Preser- 
vation. 

At  present,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  finds 
it  difficult  to  fund  activities  necessary  for  implementation 
of  existing  legally  mandated  activities  of  the  Planning 
Department.  A  policy  decision  would  have  to  be  made  to 
assign  City  resources  to  the  suggested  activities.  The 
matter  has  been  referred  to  the  appropriate  authorities 
for  a  consideration. 
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California  Department  of  Transportation,  District  4,  Letter 
of  22  November  1978   (received  from  the  State  of  California, 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  State  Clearinghouse  11  December 
1978) 

Comment  412;     "We  believe  that  the  project-generated  traffic 

as  it  may  impact  the  Route  480  ramp  terminals  at  Battery, 
Sansome,  Washington  and  Clay  Streets  should  be  discussed. 
Peak-hour  effects  are  most  important." 

Response  412;     Table  9  on  page  107  of  the  Draft  EIR  indicates 
the  maximum  peak-hour  traffic  increases  expected  to  occur 
on  Sansome  and  Battery  near  Broadway.     The  following  para- 
graph has  been  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  page  110 
in  the  Draft  EIR; 

"Part  of  the  200  vehicles  that  are  projected  under  worst- 
case  conditions  to  be  added  during  peak-hours  on  to  Sansome 
and  Battery  near  Broadway  would  drive  to  or  from  Freeway  480 
(Embarcadero  Freeway) ,  via  the  Broadway  on-and-of f-ramps 
and  via  the  Clay-Washington  on-and-off  ramps.     The  highest 
hourly  traffic  increase  is  expected  to  occur  on  the  Broadway 
off-ramp  near  Battery,  during  the  morning  peak-hour. 
During  the  afternoon  peak-hour,  traffic  bound  for  Freeway  480 
would  split  up  between  the  Broadway  and  the  Clay  on-ramps. 
In  the  morning,  maybe  half  of  the  200  peak-hour  vehicles 
could  be  expected  to  come  from  the  freeway.     Based  on 
traffic  counts  obtained  from  Caltrans  District  IV  ,  traffic 
would  increase  by  about  6.5%  during  the  morning  peak- 
hour.     This  could  worsen  traffic  levels  of  service  at 
this  off-ramp  at  the  Broadway-Battery  intersection  by 
half  a  level  of  service  at  most.     Based  on  local  observa- 
tions, resulting  levels  of  service  would  be  in  the  D  to 
E  range  for  this  off-ramp.     The  other  freeway  ramps  would 
be  affected  to  a  smaller  degree. 


Kay  Randall,  Caltrans  District  IV,  phone  conversation, 
12  December  1978. 
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Leo  R.  Barker  and  Mark  0.  Rudo,  letter  of  21  November  1978 
(rec'd  21  November  1978)  "  ' 

Comment  413;     "...With  regard  to  the  artif actual  deposits 
which  may  be  associated  with  these  wharves  and  piers, 
it  seems  as  if  a  program  of  power  augering  will  attempt 
to  sample  these  remains,  but  no  criteria  for  the  evalua- 
tion of  significance  is   (sic)  presented  for  these  deposits. 

Response  413;     See  Response  326. 

Comment  414;     "Based  on  the  number  of  docks,  piers,  wharves, 

warehouses,  purported  Gold  Rush  Hulks,  and  related  cultural 
deposits,  the  number  of  borings  proposed  to  evaluate  these 
resources  are  far  fewer  than  the  actual  number  of  resources 
Even  with  the  addition  of  five  borings  following  the  fail- 
ure of  soil  resistivity  meters,  the  total  on  a  simple 
one  to  one  basis  between  borings  and  predicted  resource 
areas  are  quite  lopsided.     (See  Map  on  Pagge  85  of  draft 
(Figure  no.  32)  )  . " 

Response  414;     The  City  would  generally  follow  the  recommenda- 
tions of  its  consultants,  given  in  Appendix  B,   in  this 
matter.     Final  plans  for  these  studies  are  not  complete; 
your  comments  will  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the 
formulation  of  the  final  plans. 

Comment  415;     "It  seems  unrealistic  to  leave  determination 

of  significant  remains  in  the  hands  of  construction  workers 
even  with  preparatory  orientations.     Besides  having  their 
own  jobs  to  perform,  construction  workers  usually  have 
neither  the  expertise  or  concern  to  distinguish  signifi- 
cant cultural  resources  from  other  materials." 

Response  415;     This  is  true;  however,  in  the  absence  of  expec- 
tation of  "significant  findings",  the  City  has  no  basis 
for  imposition  of  the  costs  of  continuous  archeological 
monitoring  on  the  project  sponsor. 
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EE77.256 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


RESOLUTION  NO.  8127 


WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  20  October  1978, 
has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with 
EE77.256  Levi's  Plaza  Development  on  the  property  described  as  follows:  Nine 
acres,  bounded  by  Union  Street  on  the  south;  Sansome  Street  and  the  foot  of 
Telegraph  Hill  on  the  west;  Chestnut,  Lombard  and  Greenwich  Streets  on  the 
north;  and  Montgomery  and  Sansome  Streets,  The  Embarcadero  and  Front  Streets 
on  the  east;  Assessor's  Blocks  107,  084,  108,  083,  Lots  1,  2,  and  3  of  Block 
085,  Block  080  and  Lots  1  and  3  of  Block  060. 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft 
report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice 
and  requested  comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  gen- 
eral public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hear- 
ing on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  21  November  1978,  at  which 
opportunity  was  given  for  public  participation  and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  21  December  1978,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report, 
any  consultation  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional 
information  that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that  raised 
significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required  by  law; 
and 

WHEREAS,  On  21  December  1978,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  proce- 
dures through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the 
Secretary  for  Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  21  December  1978  concern- 
ing EE77.256    Levi's  Plaza  Development  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and 
does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the  Califor- 
nia Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  comple- 
tion of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  have 
a  significant  effect  on  the  environment; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission,  before  acting  on  the  pro- 
ject itself  under  CU78.66,  CA78.30,  CA78.31,  R78.22,  RS78.75,  and  RS78.76,  does 
hereby  certify  that  it  has  reviewed  and  considered  the  information  contained  in 
said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  Decembar^N,  1978. 


AYES:    Dearman,  Nakashima,  Miller,  Matoff 


NOES:    Bierman,  Starbuck 


ABSENT:  Rosenblatt 


PASSED:    December  14,  1978 


t 


